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LONDON, JANUARY 23, 1864. 
——_—>—-- 


THE PRACTICE OF TRIAL BY JURY in courts of equity 
has completely outrun any practice of accommodating 
the jury in those courts. “I construe the statute thus,” 
said the Lord Chancellor in Young v. Fernie, 12 W. R. 
221, referring to the Chancery Trial Act of 1862, 
“that the rule is for the future to be that these ques- 
tions shall be decided in chancery ; and that the proviso 
contained in the 2nd section is to be the exception.” 
The questions present to the mind of the Court were 
questions of the validity of patents; but, inasmuch as 
the Lord Chancellor continued, “the Court must be sa- 
tisfied that justice will be better done in the particular 
case in question by directing an issue, in order to bring 
the case within the exception,” all cases in which ques- 
iions of law and fact are bound up together, may, on the 
authority of Young v. Fernie, be regarded as within the 
rule, unless where justice requires an exception to be 
made. But the enactment of chancery jury trial is not 
the statutory establishment of an abstract principle 
merely, great as is the principle that a civil cause shall 
be begun, continued, and ended in the same court. 
Neither the Act of 1862, nor that of 1858 can, like the Acts 
to exonerate the personal estate of mortgagors, or to give 
powers to trustees and mortgagees, be carried out by the 
action of the judge alone. It was easy for the Legisla- 
ture to provide in terms by the earlier Act, that any 

uestion of fact might be tried by a jury before the 

‘ourt—that a jury might be summoned—and that every 
juryman should have the same rights as in trials at 
common law ; and, by the later Act, that all this should 
be applicable, although the title to relief might depend 
upon a question of law. But where is the propriety of 
summoning a jury if, when the good men come, they can 
find no nm be to sit in, unless they obstruct Queen’s 
counsel at the wicket of the inner bar, and thrust 
shorthand writers from the cross benches? How can a 
juryman enjoy the common law rights given to him by 
a statute which does not provide either for building or 
hiring a room into which he may withdraw with his 
weary fellows to consider their verdict? On Frida 
week, a special jury before Vice-Chancellor Wood, 
which had already sat for three days, on the fourth was 
obliged passively to hear out counsel, even quoting 
poetry. Then, at 12.30., says the Zimes, the jury “ re- 
tired ‘to the place prepared for them’ (wherever that 
may have been), under the custody of one of the ushers, 
and on their return to court at 2.5.,” gave their verdict. 


The Foreman of the jury then asked his Honour whether 
some further remuneration than the ordinary £1 1s. could not 
be directed, 

The Vice-CHANCELLOR regretted very much that he had 
no power to make such an order, for he considered the re- 
muneration quite inadequate for the trouble and inconvenience 
to which the jury had been subjected for more than three days. 
His Honour further observed that he had been obliged to send 
the jury to his own chamber to consider their verdict, since 
the Legislature, who had thought fit to direct trials by 
jury in chancery, had not provided suitable accommodation 
for the purpose. 








We may add that, during the long progress of this trial, the 
state of the court and the ntter want of accommodation for 
holding a trial by jury (or, indeed, any other trial), gave rise 
to frequent and indignant comments, We are not calling at- 
tention to the matter for the first time, and, at the risk of re- 
peating our own words, we can only describe the small, ill- 
ventilated den provided in 1840 as a temporary court for the 
Vice-Chancellor, as a disgrace to this country; but, upon occa- 
sions like this, when a jury is summoned and the case proves 
interesting, the inherent evils of the building are brought into 
most striking prominence, The jury-box, which has to be 
moved about from court to court, as occasion may require, takes 
up nearly half of one side of the building, and renders the pre- 
sence of shorthand writers impossible, except so far as they can 
win for themselves a place by their own right arm in the 
crowded back benches, No retiring-room is provided for the jury ; 
they have to consider their verdict where they can, On this 
occasion, the Vice-Chancellor had to give up his own chambers 
for their accommodation. The witnesses when ordered 
out of court have no waiting-room whatever. They must, old 
or young, gentle or simple, pace up and down the purlieus of 
Lincoln’s-iun, whatever may be the weather—and this week, 
at least, has not presented weather particularly favourable for 
long waiting out of.doors. Perhaps, however, the alternative 
of the foul, ill-ventilated court, densely crowded, and with an 
atmosphere positively poisonous, is even worse. On the utter 
want of decent accommodation for barristers and solicitors we 
need not now enlarge. The matter is not now mentioned by us 
for the first time, and whatever inconveniences are felt by the 
profession on ordinary occasions from the want of space, 
means of writing, struggle for seats, &c., these inconveniences 
are infinitely increased upon occasions like the present. What- 
ever benefits may result from trial by jury in Chancery, one 
thing at least seems certain, that the experiment might well 
have been postponed until that somewhat visionary period 
when the “ Palace of Justice ” shall have been completed. 

Where the Vice-Chancellor himself went between 
12.30 and 2.5, which would include the usual short period 
of refreshment, does not appear. Not only in ily 

ressure of men, in the breathing each other’s breaths, 
in the alternation of hot gases with the raw and damp 
air, and in the disorder of business, are the two sheds in 
which equity is stabled at Lincoln’s-inn, “ a di to 
the country;” but those sheds are doubly a disgrace, 
through the insult put upon justice in the person of its 
administrators. The Lord Chancellor has been heard to 


say, that if you go tothe House of Commons with a pro- 
posal for a vote of fifty or a hundred thousand tte * to 
set up a museum for stuffed monkeys, you are patiently 
and favourably listened to—you may get the money ; 
but ask for a shilling to build courts of justice, you are 


looked upon with coldness and suspicion. Perhaps, as 
a bishop was to be burnt before railway carriages would 
be left unlocked, one of the Vice-Chancellors must die 
on the Bench from asphyxia, before they willcease to be 
troglodytes in these Lincoln’s-inn “ dens.“ 


WHEN A HOUSEWIFE misses once and again pieces of 
Brussels lace, and cannot tell where sundry of her cam- 
bric handkerchiefs, or, it may be, of her household 
stores, have gone, she turns anxiously in her mind how 
she shall rid herself of Phillis without a scene. 
quarrel must be picked; but, then, about the girl’s 
“character.” What is to be done? Can the mistress 
tell an inquirer that Phillis is civil and sober, and un- 
derstands her work? “But, is she honest?” “ Well, 
she has never been proved to be otherwise, and she is 
not discharged for dishonesty.” Can a mistress venture 
so far for the sake of peace and quietness? Or, if she is 
unwilling to disclose the true cause of dismissal, but able 
to brave the servant’s anger and hostility, can the mis- 
tress take refuge under a generality, and only advise or 
suggest that the inquirer “ might, perhaps, ve I 
without giving the girl a character? “ X. ¥. B.” 
(X. Y. A. having, we suppose, by this time becomeea 
class exhausted) writes to the Zines that the mistress is 
compellable by law to give her discharged servant a 
character. Thereupon, “A Barrister of the Middle 
Temple” comes forward, very properly, to assure house- 
wives, by reference to Carrol v. Bird, 3 Esp. 201, an 
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action brought by aservant — master for refusing 
w 


fo give her any character ver, on dismissal, where 

Chief Justice Kenyon said that in the case of do- 
mestic servants there was no law to compel amaster togive 
a servant a character, it might be a duty which their feel- 
ings might prompt them to ‘orm, but that there was 
no law to enforce the doing it. After referring to the 
privileged character of a communication in giving a 
character, the “ barrister” expresses his opinion that a 
clearer knowledge of the law on the subject would help 
materially to improve their relative positions. To con- 
tribute some knowledge of the practical working of 
this law, another correspondent, “‘ Justice,” taking the 
bandage from her eyes, writes, that you must be very 
cautious of telling the bad conduct of a servant, be- 
catise there are unfortunately not wanting many “low 
Bp Bp: ready and willing to take 
up a case for a ischarged servant against a master, 
4 the condition of no to ihe tareans if they 
fail. “Justice” thinks that such cases are promoted by 
the county co because there is no . A new 
“plea,” we are told is now put forward by discharged 
servants, dismissed without sufficient cause, and nume- 
rous cases are mentioned in a general way in support 
of the novel attempt. Where a proper warning is given to 
a servant, no such ground of action can, of course, exist. 
In other cases, there is “eescaag, Sot much disposition on 
the master's part to arbitrary dismissal, as there is on 
the Servant’s to revenge, or to becoming the tool of a 


low . Many of such servant cases are pro- 
bably speculative. y great or important cases have 
been so uni , where otherwise an injury or de- 


he of right would practically have been remedi- 
ess. Speculative business is bad in principle, and leads 
to abuses; but it is sometimes better than a denial of 
justice. It is an evil-which corrects itself. ‘ Justice” 
considers that very much must depend on the judges 
setting their faces t improper actions by disc 
servants. We hope ‘that the judges do set their 
faces against all improper actions. A discerning ad- 
ministration of justice goes far to check the rank growth 
Of speculative business; but, in the particular case of 
servants’ characters, some knowledge of law on the part 
of the masters, or, what is a better thing, sound legal ad- 
vice, cuts away the ground rs ae of such business. 
Good treatises, easy of reference by heads of families, are 
now published on branches of law of popular use. In the 
“ Manual of Common Law,” by Mr. Josiah Smith, 
which is one of the best of the compendious books, we 
find the following as the condensed law from the nume- 
rous sources mentioned in the extract:— 

“A master is not bound to give his servant any cha- 
racter atall. If, however, he gives character, it ought, 
of course, to be a true one; yet, ifhe gives a bad cha- 
racter untruly, he will not be liable, unless he gives it 
voluntarily, and without being spelen to, or unless it 
can be shown to have proceeded from malice, as where 
it is proved to have been contrary to his knowledge or 
belief (Smith's Mast. & Serv. 249-50 ; 2 Ste. Com. 245; 
Addison on Torts, 589; Broom Com. 722; Selw. N. P. 
1055, 1267; Rose Evid. 567). A master is bound, in 
auswer to inquiries, to give information of misconduct of 
which a servant has been guilty after having left his ser- 
vice. And, ifa master gives a good character, he is bound 
to communicate to the person to whom such character was 
given, any subsequently discovered circumstances which 

w, that it was not deserved (Add. Torts, 589-90; 
Sm. Mast. & Serv. 258-9).” 

On the extent of the privilege attached to communi- 

ioni ing servants’ characters, our readers will 

remember the recent case of /ryer vy, Kinners- 

, 12 W. R. 155. 


MisMANAGEMENT SEEMS TO BE a permanent feature of 
the English Court of Bankruptcy. On Wednesday 
last, an application was made to the Lord Chancellor to 
stop the annuity of £800, which was granted as a re- 





tiring pension to Mr. Johnson, one of the official assig. 
nees, until he had paid a sum of £14,738, bei r the 
amount of the balances of a number of TU] 
estates in his hands, for which he has never accounted. 
Although it is the duty of official assignees to pass - 
their accounts every quarter, it appears that, at 

least in Mr. Johnson's case, this duty was s 
tically neglected, and that, at the time of his re- 
tirement, a very large number of accounts still 


uvaudited. Considering the large staff, and the enor- 
mous cost of the Court of Bankruptcy, it is to 
any excuse for such a state of thi The Lord 


Chancellor, however, has announced his determination 
to visit, with the penalty of dismissal, any such delin- 
quency on the part of the officials in future. 

We sexteve that the following resolutions will be 
moved at the special general meeting of the Incorporated 
Law Society convened for the purpose of taking into 
consideration the subject of the That. having of s 

re- 


Royal oe of Attorneys:—1. That ha 

gard to the important duties tae 
attorneys and solicitors of E a. and the 
trust and confidence r ie! their 


m™ by 
clients, comprising all classes of the Comsat, % is of 
high importance, and for the best interests of oars 
as well as of the profession, that a Royal ege 
Attorneys and Solicitors should be established. 2. That 
the president and council of the Incorporated Law 
Society be requested to take the subject into their early 
consideration, and if gra desirable, to. apply for a 
hg Charter or ae Parliament, or to = such 
other as to them may ap necessary for pro- 
curing the foundation of a Royal College of Attorneys 
and Solicitors. 

AT A MEETING OF THE JuDGEs appointed under the 
will of the late Dr. Swiney, held at the house of the 
Society of Arts, on Wednesday last, the bequest under 
the will in favour of the “ Author of the best published 
treatise on Jurisprudence,” has been aw to Mr. 
Henry Sumner Maine, LL.D., late ius. Professor of 
Law in the University of Cambridge, and late Reader on 
Jurisprudence and Civil Law to the Inns of Court, and 
now a member of the Legislative Council of India, for 
his work on Ancient Law. 


Mr. Autrrep Bex, Mr. Francis Thomas Bircham, 
Mr. John Clayton, Mr. John Coverdale, Mr. William 
Ford, Mr. Bartle John Laurie Frere, Mr. G 
Burrow Gregory, Mr. Edward Lawrance, Mr. Fred 
Ouvry, Mr. Arthur Ryland, Mr. William Sharpe, and 
Mr. John Young, have been appointed examiners for 
the present year for the examination of candidates 
epplying to be admitted solicitors; and the same gen- 
tlemen, together with the several Masters, for the time 
being, of the Courts of Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, 
and Exchequer, and Mr. Ralph Barnes, Mr. Joseph 
Maynard, Mr. John Hope Shaw, Mr. John Welchman 
Whateley, have been appointed examiners for the same 
period, for the examination of candidates applying to be 
admitted attorneys. 


Me. Frepericx Kent, solicitor, of No. 11, Cannon- 
street West, City, has addressed the following letter to 
the Zimes, in reference to the charge of assault ee 
in that apnmnel, and which also appeared in our columns, 
last week :— 

Re Means: —I have been much annoyed since your report 
of the above case, by reason of some of my friends imagining 
(although my Christian name is totally different) that I am 
the Mr. Kent therein referred to. Will you do me the favour 


of inserting this letter, so that I may not be wrongfully mixed 
up with such an affair, and my friends may know that I am 
not the person named. 

Mr. James Vauouan, of the Oxford Circuit, has 
been appointed to succeed Mr. Corrie (who has been 
elected to the office of City sera ee the Bow- 


street Police-court. Mr. Vaughan has 
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experience in criminal business, both on Circuit and at 
the Staffordshire sessions. 

Mr. Montacu Cuampers, Q.C., will take the chair 
at a dinner to be given to Mr. Justice Shee by the Home 
Circuit, on the 28th inst. 

Sortcrrors’ Benevotent Assoctation.—The Fourth 
Annual Public Festival of this Association will take 
place at the Freemasons’ Tavern, London, on Tuesday, 
the 7th of June next, under the presidency of the Right 
Hon. Lord Chief Justice Cockburn. This useful society 
for decayed solicitors and their widows and families is 
favourably progressing. 

Tue Junivican Society will hold its next meeting 
on Monday, the 25th of January, at eight o'clock, p.m., 

isely, when Mr. C. Clark will open a discussion on 
“The Principles that ought mutually to govern the 
Conduct of Neutrals and Belligerents.” 





THE EFFECT OF A SUPERSEDEAS OF BANK- 
RUPTCY ON RIGHTS OF SUIT. 

In the case of Adams v. Sworder, 11 W. R. 560, re- 
cently decided by the Lords Justices, some collateral 
points of great interest were judicially considered. The 
circumstances of the case were yery remarkable. A 
trader, being entitled to a life interest in real estate of 
considerable value, became bankrupt, and the propert 
in question was sold by his assignees, and was purchased, 
after an unsuccessful attempt at a sale by auction, by a 
person who had acted as auctioneer at the attempted 
sale; but the purchase would appear to have been, in 
fact, made jointly for himself and the country solicitor 
to the assignees. The property was alleged to have 
been bought at an undervalue; but, however that 
might be, it is clear, upon the common rule of equity, 
that the transaction, if it. had been impeached by the 
assignees, would have been rescinded upon the usual 
terms. The fact, however, of the assignees having ever 
complained of the transaction, or intimated any wish to 
undo it, does not appear. The bankrupt, having passed 
an unsatisfactory examination, and been refused his 
certificate, made, by himself or his friends, an offer to 
pay a sum of money to the assignees, to be * licable 
for a further dividend among his creditors, The offer 
was made to and accepted by meetings of the creditors, 
convened in accordance with the provisions in that 
behalf of the Bankruptcy Act, 1849, sections 230 and 
231, and the bankruptcy was, by virtue of the 
same statutory provision, superseded or annulled. 
Under this state of things the bankrupt filed his 
bill against the purchasers of his life estate to 
rescind the sale, upon the ground of the fiduciary 
relation of the vendees, but the bill was dismissed 
by the Vice-Chancellor Stuart, after an examina- 
tion of the bankrupt, by which, circumstances of im- 
proper suppression by the bankrupt, from the knowledge 
of his creditors, of the amount of his assets, seem to have 
been established. Upon appeal from this decision, the 
Lords Justices have reversed the decree and rescinded the 
sale, upon the usual terms in such cases. So far as the 
case was one for relief against a fiduciary vendee, it is 
only an illustration of the ordinary doctrine of the Court, 
and it was scarcely denied that if the assignees had been 
the plaintiffs before the supersedeas, it would have been 
vain to resist the relief sought. The personal competence 
of the plaintiff to maintain the suit, was the point chiefly 
insinted upon by the counsel for the defendants. It was 
urged that a fraud had been committed by the bankrupt 
on his creditors, of which fraud it was said the defendants 
having notice, they were justified in resisting, and bound 
to resist, the bankrupt’s attempt to enforce this claim. 
By yielding to the plaintiff's demands, the defendants 
would, it was said, be aiding the bankrupt tc obtain the 
fruits of his fraudulent conduct, as against his creditors, 
and that, at all events, the defendants could not be made 
to answer to the bankrupt for a grievance, which, if it 





existed, was one, the redress for which must be 
by the assi This objection seems to have 
with ne Seat oe prog but was overruled = 
, on the ground that the statutory supersedeas 
ors herbed remaining unimpeached, the Court could not 


inquire into the merits or demerits of the 

Another objection was also stren urged 
the defendants’ counsel. It was gro upon the 
legal impossibility of transferring such a right of 
suit as this (which was wal Oe lly — in the as- 
signees) to overturn a conveyance for equi 
fraud, aa which could not be transferred by pa 
another, by any act inter vivos (see on Mainte- 
nance and Champerty, pp. 39-41). The Court of 
Appeal, however, did not give effect to this arga ; 
but the Lord Justice Turner, without den the 
doctrine contended for, intimated his doubts whether 
the doctrine could be applied to the circumstances of 
such a case as this, and, however that might be, he was 
of Mage that the effect of the supersedeas was to 
enable the bankrupt to sustain the present suit, what- 
ever the effect might be of a transfer of such a right of 
suit to a mere stranger, in making such a case obnoxious 
to the rule in question, against the alienation of a bare 
right of litigation. This case shows the difficulty of re- 
conciling the consequences which seem to be attributed 
by our law, to the effect ofa of. 5 
with any accurate enunciation of principles. The point 
is -- He ogee pen ge by any decided case. The 
validity of the acts of the assignees is generally provided 
for by the covenants of the bankrupt, to confirnr all 
sales, &c.; but this, it is evident, will not méet all the 
difficulty. In the case now under consideration, it is 
clear that if it be viewed as a remitter of the oe 
to his former right, it would not have enabled him 
to sue, for there was no privity between the bank- 
rupt and the vendees of the property (at least prior to 
the swpersedeas); the contract of the vendees was with 
the assignees, and the breach, if any, of the fiduciary 
obligation was against them, and it is quite clear that but 
for the swpersedeas, no claim could ever have been main- 
tained by the bankrupt (Rochfort v. Battersbee, 2 Ho. of 
Lds. Cas. 407). Some other principle, seems 
rong ( in order to — the bankrupt’s suit in this 
case, and it may perhaps be thought to be furnished by 
atributing to the supersedeas the effect of opens. by 
a kind of cx post facto relation, to make the assignees, 
in the matter of the sale, the agents of the bankrupt, 
who might therefore be held entitled to enforce any 
equitable right which might result from the conduct of 
persons contracting with the assignees. 

The legal effect ofa supersedeas or annulment of a bank- 
ruptcy is a point not so clearly established as the import- 
ance it may have on many questions of title to ' 
renders desirable. Repeated dicta of Lord ae aad. 
at least one express decision (Hx parte Smith, Buck. 
262, n.), clearly show that his Lordship’s a, was 
that a supersedeas had the effect of placing 
the same position as if no bankruptcy had ever taken 
place. On the other hand, there is an elaborate judg- 
ment of the Court of Exchequer (Smallcombe ¥. Olivier, 
13 M. & W. 77) rhs tag a conclusion the reverse of 
that of Lord Eldon, after a reasoning, in which the 
weight due to the admitted — of that very learned 
judge was fully considered. It certainly is not by any 
means a satisfactory state in which to find the law, 
it depends on whether the opinion of Lord Eldon or the 
Court of Exchequer be the correct view, that we may be 
enabled to say, if the legal estate of property, the owner 


of which may have been adjudicated and the 
adjudication afterwards annulled, is vested in the first 
appointed assignees of the guondam or in him- 
self or his subsequent assignees, or others under 
him. An obvious difficulty of title t result from the 
doctrine of quasi postliminiwm, or out of all 
intervening circumstances, which seems to be the effect 
of Lord Eldon’s view. If, for instance, the real estate of 
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a bankrupt were sold by the assignees, a judgment being 
at the time registered against the bankrupt, but not 
entered up one year, the title gained by the purchaser 
would be valid and free from the judgment-creditor’s 
claim ; but let the bankruptcy be afterwards annulled, 
and although the bankrupt may, according to the usual 
custom, covenant to confirm the sale, it is evident, upon 
the theory of the bankruptcy being blotted out, that the 
purchaser would have no protection against the lien of 
the judgment creditor. The Bankruptcy Acts, which 
ve the power of obtaining the annulment of the 
uptey by the consent of a certain proportion 
of the creditors, appear to have made no provision 
for such a case as this, for it is clear that section 
131 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1849, validating sales, 
&e., of the assignees under certain circumstances, does 
not apply to a case where the bankruptcy is an- 
nulled with the creditors’ assent. It is true that 
formerly, under the general jurisdiction of the Chan- 
cellor, to supersede where a// the creditors consented, 
the bankrupt was bound, in such a case, to find an in- 
demnity to purchasers against judgments (Zev parte 
Lautour, Mout. & B. 89), and doubtless also, under the 
Act of 1849, if the attention of the Court had been 
drawn to the fact, it would have been made a condition 
of the grant of the annulment, that a purchaser should 
be indemnified under such circumstances. But the Act 
does not appear to provide any means whereby the in- 
terests of the purchaser would be necessarily guarded 
by notice or otherwise. The judgment of the Court of 
Exchequer in the before-cited case, which is a learned 
and careful investigation of the subject, enumerates 
many embarrassing consequences of the doctrine which 
was sanctioned by Lord Eldon’s high authority. How- 
ever, it must be admitted that the latter view seems to 
have been very generally assumed to be the true prin- 
ciple (see Gould vy. Shayer, 6 Bing. 738), and it may 
perhaps be thought that the Legislature has itself sanc- 
tioned it, by protecting the persons dealing with the 
assignees in certain cases, though all the cases which 
might need such protection have not been provided for 
(12 & 13 Vict. c. 106, ss. 131, 155), and also by com- 
pelling the bankrupt, if required, to join in the convey- 
ance (sec. 148). 

In any view, it seems impossible to treat such 
a case as Adams y. Sworder as other than the transfer 
of a right from the assignees to the plaintiff, unless 
we [resort to the principle, before suggested, of 
agency by relation, as resulting from the superscdeas. 
But even if driven to admit that the locus standi 
of the plaintiff must be referred to his character of 
transferree of a right of suit originally vested in the 
assignees, it may still be thought that the Court was 
justified in not yielding to the objection urged against 
the transferribility of such a right toa stranger. For, 
independently of the peculiar siniion of the bankrupt 
to the assignees, distinguishing his case from that of a 
mere stranger, it may, perhaps, be successfully urged that 
this case would fall within that class of decisions in 
which it has been held that a right of suit which, if 
gained per se, and with a direct view to the hostile 
enforcement thereof, it would be unlawful to take by 
assignment, may, nevertheless, when forming part of, 
and as an accessory to, other general rights, be made 
the subject of transfer as “age of such general rights 
which are themselves lawfully the objects of assignment 
(see the cases cited in “Tapp on Maintenance and 
Champerty,” pp. 69-71). It may, perhaps, be said 
that the right to overturn the sale in this case 
might lawfully pass to the plaintiff if he be con- 
sidered, by the effect of the supersedeas, as the 
purchaser of the general rights or wniversitas juris, 
which his assignees, by virtue of their appointment, ob- 
tained in regard to the bankrupt’s estate. ‘I'lie decision 
of the Court of Appeal sustains the plaintiff's suit not 
only against any objections to his personal competence 
on the ground of any general legal rule, but also against 





any argument from his inability to show that the in- 
tention of his creditors, in assenting to the supersedeas, 
was to transfer to him, for his own benefit, any right of 
suit in respect of the impeached sale. The pressure of this 
latter objection seems only to have been so far acknow- 
ledged by the Court as to induce an expression in the 
judgment, “That the Court gave no opinion as to 
whether the plaintiff could retain the fruits of his suc- 
cess as against his creditors.” 





DEFECTS IN THE LAW OF DIVORCE. 


A few weeks ago the Fitzgerald case directed public 
attention to a serious defect in the procedure of the 
Divorce Court. It brought to light a an 
anomaly arising out of the system of pleading adopted 
by that tribunal, according to which, a married woman 
might be alleged, and, for the purpose of the particular 
case, be proved, to be guilty of adultery with the hus- 
band of the petitioner, although the alleged adulteress 
never had any right or opportunity, from beginning to 
end of the suit, of being heard in her own defence. 
In Fitzgerald vy. Fitzgerald, it was quite as distinctly 
put in issue whether the lady with whom the respondent 
was alleged to have committed adultery was guilty of 
the offence with him, as whether he had been guilty of 
it with her; and yet, but for the accident of her being 
produced as a witness, and so enabling her to meet the 
charge, she would not improbably have been condemned 
in the eyes of Society, and would have found it much 
more difficult afterwards to have cleared herself, in the 
eye of the law, from the necessary inference of her 

uilt that would have arisen if a decree for dissolution 

ad been made between the parties ; the suit being one 
in which she was unrepresented, and had no right to 
make her appearance. We suggested at the time* that 
the proper remedy for this evil would be to adopt the 
system of pleading which has been found to work so 
well in the Court of Chancery, whick requires to be 
made parties to the record all persons who are shown to 
have any real interest in the issues raised. Thus, 
where a woman in the Court of Divorce petitions 
against her husband on the ground of adultery with a 
known woman, ier name ought to appear on the 
face of the petition, and, at all events, if she be a mar- 
ried woman, and thus has an interest in the question 
raised, such as the law can recognise, she ought to be 
made a co-respondent, and thus be enabled to appear 
before the Court, as occasion required, to protect her- 
self. This would prevent the possibility of a decree 
being snapped, or taken by collusion between the par- 
ties, or by the negligence of the respondent, behi 
her back. There are, however, other important fea- 
tures in the Law and Procedure of the Divorce Court 
which have given rise to much unfavourable comment 
among lawyers, and “ A Barrister,” who is evidently 
familiar with both, has discussed, in a letter to the 
Times, some noteworthy particulars in which the present 
state of the_law works some injustice. He addresses 
himself mainly to two points,—first, to its want of re- 
ciprocity and comparative hardship towards women ; 
and, secondly, to serious defects in its procedure, and in 
one of its most important rules of evidence. Upon 
the first point he observes as follows :— 


For one single act of adultery on the part of a wife, a man 
may obtain a sentence of divorce, and be freed from all lia- 
bility to contribute one farthing towards her maintenance, un 
less the Court should exercise its power of ordering him to 
secure some provision for her. Such, however, has been the 
stern severity of the Court, that it has, I believe, in no single 
instance exercised that power without the consent of the hus- 
band himself. 

Is there any reciprocity? The husband may for years have 
treated his wife with contumely and indifference, may 
habitually have committed adultery, almost under the eyes of 
his wife, and may at Jast have broken up his home, deserted 
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his wife, and proceeded to America with a lady of unquestion- 
able notoriety. Still the innocent wife cannot obtain a divorce. 
The law says the husband’s desertion is not complete until 
after the expiration of two years. For him there is a locus 
penitentia. After twenty months, being himself abandoned b 
his spendthrift mistress, he returns or offers to return to his wife 
That offer to return terminates the desertion, and deprives the 
injured wife of her chance of freedom, She can only obtain a 
judicial separation. Surely this is not just. Even if aggra- 
vated and habitual adultery be not a sufficient ground for 
divorce on the wife's petition, adultery coupled with bond fide 
desertion should be deemed sufficient, without requiring that 
such desertion should have continued for two years before the 
petition is presented. Desertion, like domicile, being a ques- 
tion of fact and intention, might be safely left to the decision 
of the Court, 

In both instances I have assumed the innocence of the peti- 
tioner. Suppose, however, that this wife, deserted by the pro- 
fligate husband, has, in an unguarded moment, yielded to a 
seducer. The husband petitions for a divorce, proves her 
guilt, and is freed from the bonds of marriage, and from all 
liability to maintain her, “ Not so,” it will be said, “if he is 
himself guilty; for the Legislature has declared that the 
Court shall not be bound to pronounce a_ decree 
if it shall find that the petitioner has been guilty 
of adultery, or of cruelty, or of having deserted or 
wilfully separated himself from his wife.” True; but 
the Legislature has not empowered. the. Court, upon 
dismissing the husband’s petition on account of his own mis- 
conduct, to order any pecuniary provision for the unfortunate 
wife. What, then, is her position? By the common law, the 
husband is not bound to maintain her; and by the eccle- 
siastical law, as lately interpreted, she ‘cannot bring a suit 
for restitution of conjugal rights, The profligate husband 
who, by his own wieitateet, has led to his wife’s fall, retains 
the custody of all her children and the enjoyment of his 
£30,000 a-year, while she is thrust from his door childless 
and penniless, This is not an imaginary case. The punish- 
ment of the husband is only an aggravation of the misery of 
the wife, for it deprives her of the chance of marrying 
again,—the only refuge, in many cases, from starvation or 
prostitution. 

The inevitable consequence of this state of the law is, that 
in most cases where the husband has been guilty of miscon- 
duct, whereby he would forfeit his right to a divorce, the wife 
abstains from proving that misconduct if the evidence has es- 
tablished her own adultery. Hence the necessity for the sta- 
tute enabling the Queen’s Proctor to intervene. The cases, 
however, which are brought to his knowledge, are very few. 

The true remedy seems to be a more even-handed justice be- 
tween the parties. If the Court cannot order the guilty hus- 
band to receive back to his home the guilty wife, it should, at 
least, have the power of ordering the payment of alimony, 
according to the husband’s means, and the circumstances of 
the case. 

It is surely important for the interests of society that a 
brutal or profligate husband, whose conduct has conduced to 
his wife’s fall, should not profit by his own wrong, and obtain 
a divorce. Is it not, then, also important that the Court should 
have the the means of obtaining information on the subject? 
Yet, by the law, as it now stands, the best evidence of the hus- 
band’s conduct towards his wife is excluded. He may have 
deserted her, or treated her with the greatest cruelty; he may 
have connived at her adultery, or even planned her seduction 
by the adulterer, yet, in nine cases out of ten, this could not 
be proved, because the wife cannot be examined thereon as a 
witness, ' 

This statement of the present law ofthe Divorce Court, 
and of its effects, requires no comment from us. There 
can be no question that the grievance pointed out by “‘a 
barrister,” is a real one, and sometimes, in fact, produces 
cruel injustice. The difficulty is, to substitute any such 
term as “ bona fide desertion, ” for “ desertion, without 
cause for two years,” as a valid ground of divorce, when 
coupled with the husband's adultery. Although the law, 
as it stands at present, sometimes operates very harshly, 

et it has the advantage of being clear and explicit. 
Where a husband has been away for two years, the onus 
is now upon the husband to show a reasonable cause, 
and the question thus raised would always be intelligible 
enough to any common jury. But, ifthe suggested altera- 
tion came to pass, attempts would, no doubt, be fre- 





quently made, to spell out the moti ve of desertion, and 
would sometimes succeed, where the h usband had no real 
intention to desert his wife. 

Domestic quarrels are above all others those in which 
hasty threats and extravagant expressions, without an 
or much intention of harm, are a indulged in, an 
no doubt, many a man threatens to leave his wife, and 
sometimes poet acts for a while as if he intended to 
make good his words, with a full determination, however, 
not to do so—beyond a mere demonstration. It would, 
then, be a dangerous rule that would open the way 
to the wholesale use of this kind of evidence—in proof of 
a husband’s entertaining no animus revertendi. But it 
does not therefore follow that the period of desertion 
might not be safely shortened, or that, at all events, 
some distinction might not be drawn between cases 
where the absence of the husband was manifestly wilful, 
and cases where it might not be so. If, for example, 
it could be shown that the desertion consisted of a resi- 
dence for six months in the same town or neighbour- 
hood as his wife, without cohabiting with his wife, and 
could shew no reasonable cause, that ought to be suffi- 
cient to give her a right to sue for judicial separa- 
tion, or for dissolution of marri where such deser- 
tion was coupled with adultery. We see no difficulty in 
the way of relaxing the present rule, by making six 
months the minimum period instead of two years, and 
not by leaving it to the jury, in every case where a 
man goes away from his home for a few days, to say 
whether he is guilty of desertion. 

Upon the second point—as to the defect in the rules 
of evidence—“ A Barrister” remarks :— 

As a party toa suit originating in adultery, she was ex- 
cluded from giving evidence at all until the 22 & 23 Vict. 
c. 61, which enabled her to prove cruelty and desertion when 
ske presented a petition for dissolution on the ground of adul- 
tery, coupled with cruelty and desertion. Unfortunately, the 
language of this statute is not sufficient to make her a com- 
petent witness on her petition for a judicial separation, nor on 
her answer pleading cruelty, desertion, connivance, or con- 
donation as a bar to her husband’s suit, So that these pleas, 
even when placed upon the record by the wife, are seareely 
ever proved. 

The glaring absurdity of this distinction in the law of evi- 
dence becomes more apparent from another defect in the law 
which established the court. In the old courts, 
the parties charged with cruelty or adultery might, in de- 
fence, not only deny the charges, but recriminate, and, on es- 
tablishing their own innocence and their spouse’s guilt, might 
obtain a sentence of divorce @ mensd et thoro. suits for 
dissolution of marriage, whatever defence may be proved, the 
Court has no power to make any decree in favour of the re- 
spondent, but can only dismiss the petition. Hence the ne- 
cessity for two d'stinct suits between the husband and wife 
upon precisely the same issues. The husband, in answer to 
his wife’s petition for divorce on the ground of his cruelty and 
adultery, denies the charges, and recriminates by charging her 
with adultery. The wife, in answer to the husband's 
for divorce on the ground of her adultery, denies the q 
and recriminates by charging him with cruelty and. adultery, 


‘If the wife is fortunate enough to bring her case to a hearing 


before her husband’s, she may succeed in proving hér petition, 
and, perhaps, in disproving the charges against herself; be- 
cause in that suit she is a competent witness to prove her 
husband's cruelty, and may call the person with whom she is 
charged with having committed adultery to vindicate her in- 
nocence. Inthe husband’s suit, however, the alleged adul- 
terer and the wife have their mouths closed, and cannot them- 
selves either assert their own innocence or prove the petitioner’s 
misconduct. 

The defect in the procedure of the Court, which pre- 
vents a decree being made yo a prayer contained in 
an answer to a petition for dissolution of marriage, was 
the subject of the following observations by the Judge- 
Ordinary, on Wednesday last, in Yeatman v. Yeatman:— 

The Jupen-Orpixary.—It is supposed, and with some 
justice, to be one of the shortcomings of this Court, that it has 
no power to make a decree upon a bn contained in an 
answer to a petition for dissolution. It is one of the complaints 
against the Divorce Act that it gives no such power. If i 
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does, I wish you would point ont the part of the Act in which 
such a power is contained. 

Mr. Yeatman (the petitioner is a barrister, and conducted 
the case in person) said that the power given to the Court to 
inquire into counter-charges of adultery, desertion, and other 
misconduct, necessarily implied a power to give relief if those 
counter-charges were proved. 

The Jupce-Orprxary.—It would be a most salutary con- 
struction if the Act was capable of it, but up to the present 
time the practice of the Court has been founded upon the 
opposite construction, and cross-suits have, therefore, been 
necessary. 

There is no reason why it should be necessary to in- 
stitute a cross-suit in such a case, and it must often 
work great injustice, and nearly always great hardship 
and vexation upon respondents who succeed in such a 
defence, and yet obtain no further relief than the defeat 
of the petitioner's unjust suit. Where the respondent 
duly pleads, and afterwards proves, that the petitioner 
has been guilty of any of the offences within the jurisdic- 
tion of the Court, there ought to be just the same decree 
in the respondent's favour as if the question had been 
raised upon a cross-suit, where precisely the same issues 
and no others could be raised than those which might 
properly be raised upon an answer. 








SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE. 
Faulkner v. Llewellen, V.C.K., 11 W. BR. 1055; L. J., 
12 W. R. 193. 

In a suit for specific performance, a defect in respect of 
title is, as a general rule, vastly more important than a 
defect in either the quantity or quality of the estate, the 
subject of the contract. At law there are numerous 
cases which show that a misdescription of the estate may 
amount to a fatal variance. Thus, in Robinson v. Mus- 
grove, 2 Moo. & Ro. 92, the non-existence of a material 
part of the property was held to be a conclusive bar to the 
plaintiff's right to recover. And in Fight v. Booth, 
1 Bing. N. C. 870, the misdescription, being upon a point 
material to the due enjoyment of the property, was held 
to be fatal. Lord St. Leonards (Treatise on Vendors and 
Purchasers, p. $1, 14th ed.) informs us that “a difference 
of opinion fas prevailed upon this general point—viz., 
whether a misdescription, in an important respect, is fatal 
where it is occasioned by carelessness or error, and not 
by fraud.” The noble Lord declares “against the seller, 
where the misdescription is an important one, and not 
fairly a subject for compensation.” The authorities cited 
by Lord St. Leonards tend to show that the importance 
of the misdescription is a sufficient defence in a suit for 
specific performance, irrespectively of the question 
whether the defect be “fairly a subject for compen- 
sation.” What is an important defect is obviously a 
question for the solution of which few general rules 
can be laid down. It is one of fact or of degree. But 
in most of those cases in which this question is im- 
portant the defect must be connected with so gross 
a degree of error on the part of the seller, as to be 
consequently an evidence of fraud. Where, however, 
the contract relates to a matter not in esse, as a 
house to be built, cases frequently arise in which the 
subject-matter of the contract, when completed, is found 
to vary considerably from the primary specification, 
owing to a mistake on the part of the architect. Such 
cases raise the precise question referred to by Lord St. 
Leonards, as we shall see in the present case, which 
illustrates, also, the ancient maxim, de minimis non curat 
lex. This maxim, indeed, has not been always acted upon 
with respect to misdescription. For in Powell v. Double, 
Y¥. C., June 15, 1832, cited by Lord St. Leonards’ 
(Treatise on Vendors & Purchasers, p. 23), a house was de- 
scribed in the of sale as a brick-built dwelling- 
house. It was built pattly of brick and partly of timber, 
and some parts of the exterior were composed of lath 





and plaster, and there was no party-wall. The misde- 
scription was held to be fatal. Numerous other cases of 
a like bearing are to be found scattered throughout the 
pages of Lord St. Leonards’ treatise, and that of Mr. Dart. 
In the present case, which was an appeal from Vice-Chan- 
cellor Kindersley, reported 11 W. R. 1055, F. agreed with 
L. to grant him a lease of a house (to be built), when it 
would be “complete, finished, and fit for habitation.” 
Upon a dispute between F. and L., an expert certi- 
fied, generally, that the house was fit for habitation, but 
specified four defects in it. The Lords Justices, with- 
out hearing a reply, affirmed the decree, which was for a 
specific performance. If the scales of Shylock were to be 
applied in every case of a contract, where the subject- 
matter thereof was not in esse, it would be obviously im- 
possible ever to have a decree for a specific performance. 
The principle underlying the present decision appears to 
amount to this, that a misdescription will not be deemed 
important in a suit for specific performance, where the 
misdescription merely comprises defects against which 
ordinary vigilance on the part of a vendor could not 
provide. 








COURTS, 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
(Before the Lonp CHANCELLOR in Bankruptcy.) 

Jan. 20.—In re Patrick Johnson.—The Attorney-General 
(with whom were Mr, J. W. Chitty and Mr. H. B. Miller) 
said it was his duty to apply to the Court for an order directing 
Mr. Patrick Johnson, late one of the official assignees of the 
Court of Bankruptcy, to pay into the Chief Registrar’s 
account the balances remaining due from him to the several 
estates of which he had been the official assignee, and which 
had not been duly accounted for by him. Mr. Johnson re- 
signed his office as official assignee on the 7th of June, 1862, 
and a pension of £800 a year had been granted to him by the 
Lord Chancellor.. At the time he resigned his office he had 
not made up his books, and, of course, his accounts were not 
closed. An examination had subsequently been made of the 
accounts, and from them it appeared that there was due to the 
several bankrupts’ estates which had not been passed a sum of 
£14,736 19s, 4d., against which Mr. Johnson claimed £1,021, 
so that he was still accountable for something over £13,700. 
At the time Mr. Johnson resigned his office the Chief Regis- 
trar applied to him to pass his accounts, but that was not 
done. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR observed that at the time the 
application was made to him to allow Mr. Johnson a pension 
he was under the impression that his accounts had been closed 
and duly passed by the Commissioner. It was under that 
supposition that the pension had been granted. 

The Attorney-General regretted to say that the duty of the 
Commissioner in that respect had been neglected. A great 
number of accounts in bankrupts’ estates had not been > 
and, although individually they might be small, generally about 
£100 in each case, the aggregate amount was considerable, and 
showed that the official assignee could not for a long time have 
complied with the order which required him to render an 
account quarterly. Mr, Commissioner Evans, in whose court 
Mr. !Johnson was Official assignee, had also neglected his 
duty, from which cause the presentstate of affairs had arisen. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR said the case proved the want of a 
superintending judge in bankruptcy, which he had been so de- 
sirous of having introduced into the Bankruptcy Act of 1861. 

The Attorney-General continued.—The matter is not im- 

roved by the account given of it by Mr. Johnson. Ina 
letter written by him to the Chief Registrar, Mr. Miller, he 
states that some part of the deficiency, amounting to £2,500, 
had been powad by the default of a clerk named Thompson, 
who had absconded, but admits that his own deficiency is 
about £4,500. Inan affidavit he states that he was an offi- 
cial assignee from the year 1831 until 1862, in the court of 
Mr. Commissioner Evans; that during his term of office he 
had the management of 2,261 bankrupts’ estates, many of 
which had not been audited at the time of his resignation; but 
that in all cases in which his accounts had been audited, he 
had paid into the Bank of Fogent all the sums of money 
appearing due in such audits; p dpe he early period of 
office he was in the habit of appointing a si for the 


audit whenever he had any funds in hand, but, in uence 
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of a reprimand from the Commissioner, he had afterwards re- 
frained from the steps to procure an audit until he was directed 
to do so by the Court; that at the time his resignation was 

ted, he was entitled to commission on about 000, 
which he had from time to time paid into the Bank of England 
in respect of the undivided assets of bankrupts’ estates unau- 
dited, and which commission would meet any deficiency due 
from him; that during an illness in the year 1855, his clerk, 
Thompson, absconded with moneys belonging to different 
bankrupts’ estates, and had applied the same to his own use; 
that the first intimation he had of this application was by a 
notice of motion served on him, in reply to which he wrote 
the letter to Mr. Miller referred to, and which was intended to 
be private, although (said the Attorney-General) jt was not 
marked so, and that the deficiency of £4,500, therein admitted, 
was on the gross receipts, without taking into account the sums 
due to him for commission on the unaudited estates, and that 
he was now seventy-four years of age. 

Mr. Bacon (with him Mr. Tripp) said it was obvious that 
no further order could be made until the accounts had been 
taken. The schedule to the affidavit filed in support of the 
motion showed that there were 615 accounts yet unaudited, 
and that in the majority of them the sums due were £5, £10, 
and £20, the largest amount being £500. All of these accounts 
required explanation, with a view of ascertaining what defi- 
ciency, if any, existed; and the proper course would be for his 
lordship to exercise the jurisdiction he possessed, and order 
them to be audited in the Court of ruptcy. .To such a 
step he (Mr. Bacon) would cheerfully accede. 

e 1General.—Perheps, then, your lordship will 
refer the matter to one or all of the Commissioners, to take 
the accounts in a proper manner, and order Mr. Johnson to 
pay whatever balance may be found due from him, with twenty 


per cent. interest on such sums as shall appear to have been 
improperly retained by him; and until such payment oo 
m be sus- 


the <a pension of £800 a year to Mr. Ji 


The Lorp CHANCELLOR said that, as the Commissioner 
(Mr. Evans) under whom Mr. Johnson acted was dead, he 
should select Mr. Commissioner Holroyd to conduct the inquiry. 
In doing so he wished it to be known that the Court was under 
a great public obligation to that learned Commissioner for the 
solicitude and care he had evinced in carrying out the Bank- 
Truptcy Act of 1861. In making the order which he intended 
to make, it must be cA ae to be without prejudice, and 
even without the expression of any opinion on his part as to 
Mr. Johnson's liability. There had default, divided be- 
tween the Commissioner and the' official assignee, in not ad- 
hering strictly to the orders of the Court in ing the ac- 
counts of bankrupts’ estates. He (the Lord Chancellor) felt 
pain at the manner in which the law of bankruptcy was 
administered, and it was only a short time back he discovered 
an estate of one million without proper protection, arising from 
a similar disregard of the orders of the Court. thout 
affirming at all that the present case was one of gross delin- 
quency, he must say, that, should any flagrant disregard of the 
orders be brought ‘before him, he would exercise his jurisdiction 
to the utmost to reach the offenders, and teach them that the 
words in the statute, “under pain of dismissal,” were not 
mere words of course. The order in the progent case would be, 
as before stated, to take the accounts of all the unaudited es- 
tates, with liberty to Mr. Johnson’s sureties to attend, and, in 
the meantime, the pension of Mr. Johnson would be suspended, 

Ordered a ingly. 


COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 

(Sittings in Banco, before the Lorp Carer Justice, Mr. 
Justice Crompton, Mr. Justice BLacksurn, and Mr. Jus- 
tice MELLOR.) 

Jan. 14,—Larmouth v. George.—This was an action against 
an attorney for false imprisonment under rather singular cir- 
cumstences, The defendant had bought a horse from a client, 
and had it in his stable, and late in the evening found that the 
horsedealer from whom his client had bought it, with several 
other persons, among whom was the plaintiff, were breaking 
into his stable and taking away his horse, upon which he gave 
the plaintiff into custody for stealing it; but, upon his getting 
to the station, the inspector said it was rather a case fora 
summons, and refused to take a charge of felony, and the 
pleintiff was at once disc , and forthwith bronght his 
action, The case was tried Mr. Justice Blackburn at 
the last Guildhall sittings, and various “topics of prejudice” 
were against the efendant, as, for instance, that he was 
a * bill- ting attorney,” which, as the learned judge now 
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observed, ‘‘ was the one thing a common j not abide,’ 
and in the — the jury gave oeita ke oo eee. 
Damages, £40, 

A motion was now made for a new trial on the part of the 
defendant, or to reduce the damages as excessive, no real injury 
having been sustained. He was willing, he said, to assent to 
the verdict standing for 40s., so as to carry costs, but £40 was 
extravagant in such a case. 

The Court being disposed to think, on the report of the 
learned judge, that the damage was excessive, and that the 
verdict had probably proceeded a good deal on topics of pre- 
judice, for which there was hardly sufficient foundation in 
proof, granted a rule nisi. 


—— In the matter of an Attorney.—This was an applica- 
tion against an attorney under circumstances very oxtraordi- 
ared that the attorn 


nary. From the affidavits it a rney had 
been employed by a client to money upon the s of 
a box, represented as containing plate to the value of several 


hundreds of pounds, whereas, in truth, it contained only a 
few articles of trifling value—a pair of boots, a tin 
a few silver spoons, &c., altogether only worth £10, The 

had been pledged by the client with a pawnbroker, and re- 
deemed with the knowledge of the attorney, and with his 


knowledge it had been opened and the contents disclosed, so 
that the attorney was aware of their real value, and, after this, 
he was concerned for the client in obtaining an ad of 
about £100 on the same box. He had been applied to by the 
lender to refund the money, but ridiculed the idea, he 


had been only employed by a client, and when asked if he 
considered himself a respectable attorney, answered, it was 
stated, that he declined to answer the question. 

Mr. Archibald moved, on the part ot the lender, for a rule 
to call upon the attorney to repay the money and to“ 
the matter. He eaid that the attorney had stood by and bee 
privy to a fraud perpetrated by his client on the applicant, and 
8o was responsible for the fraud. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice observed that it would appest 
that, if the facts stated were true, he was so far a privy e 
fraud as to be criminally responsible; and, if so, it might be an 
objection to his enaveritg the matter, that he would be called 
upon to criminate himself. 

Mr. Archibald proposed to move for a rule to strike the at- 


torney off the rolls. 

The Lorp Cuter Jusricg referred to.9 case in which it t 
been held in this court, on an applicati: OF ray So ; 
Campell, when Attorney-General, thet if the offence im) 
amounted to an indictable offence, the eage should be dealt 
with in a criminal court, and the ati r could not, in the 
meantime, be called upon to answer. If facts, howey 
ag ooh Ld doaht wich Court waeld Ore the bmg Ai 

rolls, and they might possi e course 
found that no prosecution was fnstitu But, meanwhile, the 
attorney could not be called upon to answer. ; 

Mr. Justice Bracksurn pointed out a later case in the 
Exchequer, in the time of the late Lord Abinger, in which it 
was held that there might, in such a case, be a rule to strike 
the attorney off the rolls, though not a rule calling upon him 
to answer in the matter. 

Upon the authority of this case, ioe 

The Covrr said the learned counsel might take a rule nisi 
to strike the attorney off the rolls. 


Jan. 18.—Jn re E. L, an Attorney.—In this case 4 
rule had been obtained calling upon Mr. E. Lawrence Levy, 
an attorney of this court, to answer certain matters con 
in an affidavit, and, this being the enlarged rule paper day, the 
case was appointed to come on for hearing. 

“Mr. J. O. Griffits, who appeared for ‘the defendant, asked 
that the case might be allowed to stand over for a few oars 
as Mr. Levy had to go to Brussels in reference to a 
ordered by Mr. Justice Byles, and the commission must be 


taken. 

The Lorp Cu1er Justice asked why the defendant's per- 
sonal appearance was wanted at Brussels. This was 3 motion 
of great consequence to him, and was set down in the ip- 
tory paper to come on to-day. 

Mr. Griffits said, a communication had been made to the 
ofliee side, and they had no objection to its standing over for a 
few days. 

Mr. M. Chambers, Q.C., said, that as the case had a great 


deal to do with writs of subpena, and would requiss uire the 
duction of certain pracipes, it would have to strode 
the master in the end. He, therefore, suggested that it should 
at once go to the master. , 
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Mr. Griffits objected. He thought the matters were suffi- 
ciently answered in the affidavits. 

After some farther discussion, 

The Court, on Mr. Chambers’ application, allowed the ap- 
plicant to file further affidavits in answer to the defendant’s, 
and directed that the latter should place his books in the 
hands of the master for examination by the applicant relative 
to the matters in dispute, and the hearing of the case was ad- 
journed till Monday next. 


In Re T, Johnson, An A ttorney.—In this case a rule 
had also been granted, calling on the defendant to answer the 
matters of an affidavit. On the case being called on, 

Mr. J, Brown said he appeared on behalf of the defendant, 
and was ready to proceed, but he had received an application 
from Mr. Huddleston, Q.C., who was on the other side, to 
postpone the case, as he was engaged in the Queen’s Bench, at 
Guildhall. He believed Mr. Huddleston also had to move the 
Court to be allowed to answer the affidavits filed by the de- 
fendant. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice said this was another instance of 
the inconvenience of the London sittings in term. 

The case was ordered to stand over accordingly. 








COURT OF COMMON PLEAS, 

Jan. 19.—Grell v. Levy.—In this case Mr, Hawkins, Q.C., 
Mr. Serjeant Ballantine, Mr, Prentice, and Mr, Harrington, 
appeared to show cause against a rule to set aside the verdict 
for the defendant and to enter it for the plaintiff, non obstante 
veredicto, for such sum as the Court should direct; and Mr. 
M. Chambers, Q.C., Mr. C. Pollock, and Mr. Kelly, appeared 
in support of the rale. 

The action was for money had and received, and for in- 
terest, to which the defendant pleaded never indebted, pay- 
ment, set-off, and several special pleas, the fourth plea being 
that one Wilhelm was indebted to the plaintiff, who resided 
in Paris, for goods sold and delivered to the amount of £805, 
and that Wilhelm resided in Engla:d, and there was diffi- 
culty in recovering the debt, and that it had been agreed 
between the plaintiff and the defendant in Paris that the 
defendant, as an attorney practising in London, should bring 
an action in the English courts against Wilhelm to recover 
the debt at his’own expense, and, in consideration, that he 
should receive half of the debt recovered, and that this 
agreement was entered into according to the law of France. 
That the defendant did bring an action in England in the 
plaintiff's name against Wilhelm, and recovered a large part 
of the said debt, and had paid one portion of the amount 
recovered to the plaintiff, and had retained the rest in pur- 
suance of the said agreement. The facts, it appeared, were 
that the plaintiff resided in Paris, and had a cause of action 
for goods sold and delivered against Wilhelm, who carried on 
business as a tailor in the Poultry, in London, and sought to 
recover £805, which he could not obtain. He got introduced 
to Mr. Lawrence Levy, an attorney in London, who was in 
Paris, and the agreement set out in the pleadings was drawn 
up by an advocate there, and this agreement had been carried 
out as the defendant contended, and was the defence set up 
to the present action. Levy, the defendant, brought an 
action against Wilhelm in the Queen’s Bench, and on the eve 
of the trial that action was settled by Wilhelm paying £500 
for the debt, and £170 for costs, through his attorney, to Mr. 
Lawrence Levy, who agreed to accept the same as attorney for 
the plaintiff. Of this sum Levy paid over £300 to the 
plaintiff, and the present action was brought to recover 
the balance of £200, on the ground that the agree- 
ment was illegal and void, and Levy had got his 
costs, or that, under the agreement, the plaintiff, 
was entitled to the half of the whole sum obtained, 
which was £670. The learned counsel now contended that, 
under the agreement, the plaintiff was entitled only to half 
the sum recovered, which was £250, and that he could not be 
entitled to any part of the costs of recovering that sum; and 
that, in fact, Mr. Grell had been paid £50 too much by 
Mr. Levy. That, by the law of France, this was a legal 
agreement. It was further contended that, if the contract 
was an illegal one, the plaintiff was not entitled to recover 
anything under it; that it was wholly executed, and the 
Court would not in such a case assist either party : Lawrie v. 
Bonder, 2 Doug. Rep. 462; Broom’s Maxims, 463; Story’s 
ConAict of Laws, s. 282. 

Mr. Chambers, for the plaintiff, in support of the rule, 
said the facts were that when the action was settled by the 
attorney for Wilhelm paying over to Mr. Levy £500, and 





£170 for his costs, Levy represented to Grell, the plaintiff, 
that he had only received £300, and of that sum only £50 
was in cash, and, as the jury had found, it was by this re 
sentation that he had induced Grell to accept £300—£50 of 
which only was in cash, and the rest in biils of exchange at 
different dates, 

Mr. Hawkins said these bills had all been paid before the 
action was brought. 

Mr. Chambers said the present action was therefore brought 
to recover the balance of thie £500 which had been recovered, 
He gave up all claim to any portion of the costs as part of the 
sum recovered arising under the agreement, which he contended 
was illegal and void by our law. 

The Cujer Justice said the Court would hold the agree. 
ment valid as a retainer. The defendant would, therefore, be 
entitled to his costs as between party and party which had been 
paid to him, and to all the costs as between attorney and client 
which the master might say was due, which had been stated to 
be £40, and which last sum he would be entitled to deduct 
from the £500 he had received. The defendant would, there- 
fore, keep tha £170 costs; he was entitled to £40, and he must 
pay over £160 to the plaintiff, in addition to the £300 he had 
already paid. The Court were of opinion that the agreement 
was void and good only as a retainer. 

Mr. Hawkins then moved for a new trial, on the ground of 
surprise on affidavits. The affidavits set forth that a partner 
of the plaintiff, who was examined as a witness, and who had 
denied that he had dined with the defendant on a day when a 
subsequent agreement was alleged to have been made between 
them, did, in fact, dine that day with the defendant. The 
whole trial had been conducted on the prejudice created by: 
the name of Levy, and that he was an attorney, and the jury 
had found that there was no such agreement as that set forth 
in another plea. 

The Cuter Justice said the affidavits stating that Mr, Law- 
rence Levy had dined with the plaintiff on a particular day 
were perfectly beside the point, and the rule for a new trial on 
this ground ought to be refused. 

The other learned judges concurred.—Rule accordingly. 





COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr, Commissioner FANE.) 

Jan. 15.—Zn re Pain.—This bankrupt, who had carried on 
business in Bedford-row as an attorney, now applied for his 
order of discharge. His debts were about £600, 

Mr. Robertson Griffiths opposed for a creditor, and ‘Mr, 
Reed appeared for the bankrupt. 

The bankrupt, upon examination, admitted having been dis- 
charged under the Insolvent Act, at Lewes County Court, in 
1861, his debts then being upwards of £2,000, and upon which 
no dividend had been paid. 

Mr. Griffiths complained, on the part of his client, that the 
bankrupt, who had acted for a person named Kipling, induced 
by his representations the opposing creditor to forbear putting 
aca. sa. in force against his (bankrupt’s) client. Pain had in- 
duced the opposing creditor to accept a written guarantee, by 
which he (bankrupt) personally undertook to pay the debt of 
the creditor, and had not done so, but had, within a month 
afterwards, petitioned this court. It was now contended, that 
as the bankrupt, at the time of giving the guarantee, owed 
nearly as much money to his creditors as when he filed his peti- 
tion. The bankrupt had contracted the debt due to the oppos- 
ing creditor, without reasonable expectation of being able to 
pay the same. 

The ComMIssIonER granted the order of discharge. 


Jan 16.—Jn re Thomas Johnson, — The bankrupt was an 
attorney, late of Marlborough-street, Lambeth, and elsewhere, 
His accounts have already appeared in our columns, This 
was an adjourned meeting for examination and discharge. 

The bankrupt was examined by Mr. Dowse, counsel for the 
assignee, in reference to the “ Precipe book,” which he had 
used in his business. The bankrupt said the book in question 
contained a list of the plaintiffs and defendants, in actions in 
which he was the attorney. The book was now missing; it had 
been seized by the bailiff of the county court. 

Mr. Dowse.—He had no right to do that. 

The Bankrupt.—All my books were seized by the officer of 
the county court; the law waa set at defiance. 

The CommissioneR.—A very tyrannical course. 

The Bankrupt.— Yes; but what I have stated is quite true. 
All my bills of costs have been made from the books which 
were taken. The auctioneer was Mr. Chadwick. 

Mr. Dowse said he learned, for the first time, what had be- 








mmeaweprmsetoec aww a om 6Uc6llUc UCU lt Re OO 


—_ 














Jan. 23,1864. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


* 


225 








come of the Preecipe book. He asked that the matter might 
stand over until its production. 

The Bankrupt said he could not possibly find it. 

Mr. Bagley, for Miss Kitty Stewart (a creditor, who proved 
by her next friend) said that to talk about the book havin, 
been sold was a mere evasion. Johnson was an attorney, an 
knew perfectly well that the books had not been seized—if 
they had, he would doubtless have asserted his right to them. 
It was absurd to say that the books had been taken against his 
will. 

The CoMMIssIONER said that already several adjournments 
had been taken, and ample time had elapsed for inquiry. He 
would not further postpone the passing of the examination. ~ 

Mr. Bagley was then heard upon the question of order of 
discharge. He said that his client was a young lady against 
whom criminal proceedings had been wrongfully taken by a 

of the name of Miller. She was taken to the 
iatehase Police Court, when the magistrate at once 
dismissed the charge. Some of those touters who infest police 
courts recommended her to Mr. Johnson, the bankrupt, as 
being just the very person who would take up her case and have 
justice done. Accordingly he brought an action on behalf of 
the girl for false imprisonment, and recovered £37 damages, 
not one farthing of which he paid over to the young girl. 
She then brought an action against Johnson, which was tried 
at the last Glou ire assizes, and a verdict of £20 
damages given. Johnson had defended the action, and the 
taxed costs amounted to £62. When she tried to reap the 
fruits of her verdict, he came to this court, so that she never 
got a single shilling. 

The Commisstongr.—I have no doubt the jury gave a 
verdict according to law and justice. I refuse to interfere. 

The bankrupt.—Let me state the facts. 

The CommisstonEr.—I won't hear any more about it. 

The bankrupt.—Will you just look at the record? What 
counsel has stated is incorrect. 

The CommissionER.—I will hear no more. Usher, call on 
the next case. I refuse your order of discharge altogether. 

The bankrupt.—What am I to do? 

The CommissionER.—You may go elsewhere. 

The bankrupt.—Will you allow me to appeal? 

The Commisstoner.— You can appeal without my leave. 

The bankrupt.—Will you give me protection for one week 
to appeal? 

The CommisstonER.—No, not at all. 

The bankrupt.—You have not heard my case nor my wit- 
nesses. 

The CommissionEr.—I will hear no more about it, 

The bankrupt.—Won’t you hear my reply to the charge, or 
my witnesses? 

The ComMIssIoNER.—The matter is disposed of, 

Order of discharge refused. 


The following is the new rule issued pursuant to the 24 & 25 


Vict. c. 134, 8, 45, 
“ Monday, Jan. 18, 1864, 

“ Whereas by number 154 of the General Rules and Orders in 
Bankruptcy, made on the 19th day of October, 1852, it is 
ordered that all dividend warrants under any bankrupt’s estate 
which shall have been delivered to any official assignee by the 
accountant in bankruptcy for more than twelve calendar 
months, the same ha been previously stamped by such 
accountant, but which shall not haye been delivered to any 
creditor of such estate, shall forthwith, after the expiration of 
such twelve months, be brought or sent by such official as- 
signee, together with two lists thereof, under each bankrupt’s 
estate, to the said accountant, who shall thereupon compare 
the warrants with such lists, and cancel such warrants, and 
that one of such lists shall be certified by the said accountant 
and returned to the official assignee, -who shall file such list 
with the proceedings of the respective bankruptcies, and the 
other of such lists be retained by the said accountant, And 
whereas irregularities and delays have arisen in the filing of 
the afor lists. Now it is hereby ordered that if hereafter 
any official assignee shall not within one month from the lapse 
of twelve months from the day of the declaration of any divi- 
dend under any bankrupt’s estate, of which he shall have been 
appointed the official assignee, bring or send to the accountant 
in bankruptcy the dividend warrants which shall have remained 
unclaimed for a iod of twelve months, together with the 
lists thereof, as directed by the aforesaid rules and orders, or 
shall not duly file such lists in manner therein mentioned, every 
official assignee so offending shall be liable to dismissal from 
his office. And it is ordered, that every list so to be brought 





or sent and filed as aforesaid, shall not only bear the name of 
the estate to which it relates, but shall also show the date of 
the declaration of the dividend and the day on which such 
list is filed, and that upon the unclaimed dividend warrants 
being brought or sent to the accountant and cancelled as afore- 
said, it shall be the duty of the accountant forthwith to obtain 
an order from a commissioner of the court for the transfer of 
the amount of such unclaimed warrants from the general 
account of the bankrupt’s estate to the credit of the account 
intituled ‘The unclaimed dividend account,’ and to see that 
such transfer is made accordingly. And that from and after: 
the date of this general order no dividend which shall have re- 
mained unclaimed for twelve months from the day of the 
declaration of dividend shall be = to any creditor or —_ 
rson applying for payment of the same, except on an order o 

prone ee de the Court of Bankruptcy made on an affi- 
davit of the facts. And it is lastly hereby ordered, that all 
dividends on bankrupts’ estates payable in London, shall, on 
and after the first day of February next, be paid at the Bank of 
England. 

‘‘ Westsory, C. 

“ Epwarp Hoirorp. 

“ EpWABD GOULBURN,” 

Jan. 20.— Mr. Commissioner Goutsurn, in calling atten- 

tion to the above rule, took occasion to express his regret that 
solicitors were so very dilatory in making out their bills of 
costs for taxation by the master. Dividends to creditors wef 
often seriously delayed thereby. He (the Commissioner) 
trusted that the new order, which affected the official assignees, 
would be of service to suitors. 


COURT FOR DIVORCE AND MATRIMONIAL 
CAUSES. ‘ 





Jan, 16.—Sir James Wilde, who had been ted by an 
accident from sitting till to-day, attended : chambers at 
eleven, and took his seat on the bench soon after twelve, The 
learned judge still used crutches, but, in other respects, he 
appeared to be in perfect health. 

The divorce list for this term showed that nearly all the 
arrears have been disposed of. 86 causes were set down for 
trial, as against 109 at the commencement of Michaelmas 
Term. Only 28 of these were remanets; 26 were to be heard 
before common juries; 9 before special juries; 80 were suits for 
dissolution; 1 for restitution of conjugal rights; 1 for judicial 
separation or divorce; and 4 for judicial separation. In the 
probate list there were only 14 suits, of which 2 were set down 
for trial before common juries, 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Books FoR ARTICLED CLERKS, 

Some months ago you were good enough to give me @ list ot 
books to be read prior to examination for admission on the 
rolls. The study of these I found quite sufficient to secure 
honours, which I obtained in Michaelmas term last. 

Being now about to commence practice as a country soli- 
citor, I should be glad if you would sketch out an extensive 
course of reading, and also name a few of the best practical 
works that I should at once put on my shelves. 

I am reading for the LL.B. examination at the London 
University; one of the subjects is “ The of Legis- 
lation.” Can you suggest a good book or two bearing thereon? 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Bexcutxe Srepuens, of the firm of Messrs. 
Stephers & Son, Maidstone, has been appointed coroner for 
the borough of Maidstone. 


Mr. T. Tayrtor has been appointed a second-class clerk in 
the Copyhold Inclosure and Tithe Commission Office, London. 


The following appointments have been made in the East 
Indies:—Mr. H. L. Oxrpwant to officiate as joint magistrate 
and deputy collector of Jessore; Mr. W. Arysite to be civil 
and sessions judge of Behar; Mr, W. T. Tuckr to be 
trate and collector of Rungpore; Mr, A. J. Exxiot, 
trate and collector of Tirhoot, to be a magistrate and collector 
of the first grade; Mr. C. E. Lancs, officiati pe a nage 
collector of Monghyr, to be a magistrate ao of the 
second grade; and Mr. E. DromMonp to officiate as magis- 
trate and collector of Hooghly. 
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Mr. J. H. De Sara has been appointed acting commissioner 
of the Court of Requests, and acting police magistrate of 
Chavagacherry, Ceylon, during the absence of Mr. Worthington. 


Mr. Spencer Ciarke, of Whitchurch, Southampton, has 
been appointed a commissioner to administer oaths in the High 
Court of Chancery in England. 


Mr. E. B. Jenninas, of Burton-on-Trent, has been ap- 
pointed a master extraordinary for taking affidavits in that 
town, and surrounding district, for the High Court of Chancery 
in Ireland. 








PROVINCES, 


Derpy.—Tue Town.ey case.—At a numerously attended 
meeting of the magistrates and visiting justices of Derby- 
shire, held at the Derby county gaol, on the 15th inst., the 
communication recently received from Sir George Grey, in 
reply to the comments of the justices on the reprieve of 
George Victor Townley, was taken into consideration. After 
mature deliberation, it was unanimously resolved to forward 
a reply to Sir George, in which all the circumstances of the 
case are again passed in review, and the request for a public 
examination into Townley’s state of mind re-urged. 

The reply opens with an objection to the private and secret 
manner in which the question of Townley’s insanity was in- 
vestigated. ‘ The objection,” they say, “is not to the com- 
missioners as parties making the inquiry, but to the ex parte 
and secret, and, so far as the parties are concerned, the irre- 
sponsible manner of conducting it. When the lunacy ofa 
person having property is in question, the inquiry is public, 
both sides are fairly heard, and evidence taken on oath. Why 
should an inquiry involving the momentous issue of life or death, 
and which keenly affects the reasonable sense of justice in 
the masses of the people, be conducted in a less public and 
satisfactory manner than an inquiry touching property only ?” 
Furthermore, the justices and magistrates say: “In a letter 
from Dr. Goode, one of the medical men who signed the cer- 
tificate, published in the local papers of to-day, the doctor states 
that ‘some magistrates were applied to (by whoni?) to make 
the necessary inquiry,’ as a preliminary to obtain Government 
* Commissioners.’ And yet they make that inquiry after the 
sole professed object of it had been attained; that is, after 
the inquiry by the Government Commissioners. Again 
the doctor writes thus: ‘No reasons were appended to it 
(the certificate), because it was decided to leave to persons 
more conversant the task of collecting and comparing the evi- 
dence for the Secretary of State.’ This shows decisively that 
Dr. Goode and his coadjutors did not intend to sign a document 
which would be obligatory upon the Secretary of State; and the 
magistrates submit to you that this certificate, being expressed 
in terms directly opposed to the publicly declared intention of 
those who signed it, ought not to have an effect contrary to such 
intention. Although it may be, in form, in accordance with 
the provisions of the statute, yet the fact of so important a docu- 
ment which arrests the course of justice, and substantially 
transfers the power of life and death from the Crown to two 
justices and two medical men (put in motion by the prisoner’s 
solicitor) who accompanied them to the gaol, but were not present 
during the examination, calls for an inquiry into the origin and 
progress of so unusual and remarkable a proceeding; and the 
magistrates again urge upon you the necessity of such an inquiry. 
The magistrates did not, as your letter imports, profess to have 
any peculiar ‘information as to the expenditure of money by 
Townley’s friends,’ nor did they express any belief as to the 
manner in which such money had been expended. They stated 
simply the fact that the effect of the respite had been ‘to create 
a feeling that justice had been turned aside by the power of 
money.’ This feeling does not appear to have diminished, and is 
supported by the all but unanimous opinion of the press.” 

The case of Clarke, mentioned by Sir George Grey as a 
precedent for the respite of Townley, is then touched upon, 
and shown to be irrelevant. The document then continues: 
“Tt is stated by the justices and medical men who signed the 
certificate sent to you, that in Townley’s trial, Mr. Sims, the 
governor of the gaol, ‘deposed to the fact of his being then 
insane.” That statement is incorrect, Mr. Sims neither did 


depose to his insanity, nor was the question put to him. What 
Mr. Sims said, as appears by the judge's notes, was, Townley’s 
"behaviour and conduct are precisely the same during all the 
time he has been under my custody.’ Evidence was offered 
of Townley’s insanity; but the jury, under the direction of the 
judge, came to a different conclusion. 


If the chaplain had 





been prepared, at the time of the trial, to depose to Townley’s 
insanity, and to sustain a cross-examination on that point, 
why was he not called as a witness for the defence? The 
magistrates have not said, nor supposed, that ‘a similar course 
under similar circumstances would not be adopted by you in 
the case of a poor as of a rich man,’ If Townley is really not 
criminally responsible, he is not a proper object of punishment, 
but the irresponsibility which is to exempt him from punish- 
ment should be established by a fair public inquiry, and the 
magistrates believe that if satisfaction be not given to the 
public by such an inquiry, the feeling will remain that Townley 
has escaped by mears accessible to the rich, but out of the 
reach of the poor.” The reply of the magistrates concludes as 
follows :—“ The magistrates infer from this report that a man 
may be not of sound mind in a psychological sense, and may 
be criminally responsible in a legal sense, And Mr. Gisborne, 
the surgeon to the gaol, has to-day made to the visiting justices 
the following statement—viz., ‘I did not call the attention 
of the visiting justices to the state of Townley’s mind, be- 
cause I did not legally consider him insane.’ In the instrue- 
tions to the commissioners, it is stated that ‘ Sir George Grey 
is of opinion that the verdict of the jury, in which Mr, 
Baron Martin concurs, decides the question as to the sanity of 
the prisoner at the time when the crime was committed. And 
as the commissioners have reported Townley to be in the same 
mental state as when he committed the murder, and that he was 
justly convicted, it seems impossible to escape the conclusion 
that he is now criminaliy responsible. The verdict established 
the sanity of Townley at the time of the murder, The com- 
missioners report that there has not been any unfavourable 
change in his mental condition, and therefore shows his 
sanity now. The magistrates, therefore, being now con- 
firmed in their view by the report of the Lunacy Com- 
missioners, again urge upon you the propriety and neces- 
sity of causing a full public inquiry to be made into Townley’s 
state of mind, and his criminal responsibility. If the existing 
legal machinery is not deemed equal to the occasion, the meet. 
ing of Parliament is at hand when the defect may be supplied.” 

The document, which is of considerable length, is signed on 
behalf of the assembled magistrates and visiting justices, by 
T. W. Evans, M. P., chairman of the Quarter Sessions; and by 
W. Mundy, M. P., chairman of the visiting justices, 





SCOTLAND. 


It is now some years since the Rev. Mr. M‘Millan, minister of 
the Free Church of Cardross, summoned the general assembly 
of that church before the civil tribunal of Scotland, for having 
removed him from his charge on some accusation of immorality 
which he denied, and claiming to be replaced in his incum- 
bency. The case excited great interest in Scotland, and also 
in England, as it involved the question whether a church court 
could be made to answer before a civil tribunal for what it had 
done in its ecclesiastical capacity—a question that has always 
been vehemently resisted by the more strict Presbyterians in 
Scotland. ‘The question has had various fortunes in the law 
courts; the last decision of the Court of Session was, that the 
Free Church General Assembly was not a corporate body to 
be sued, and that Mr. M‘Millan must summon all the offend- 
ing members of the offending assembly by name. This was 
actually done, and the case again came on for hearing re- 
cently, when the counsel for Mr, M‘Millan intimated that the 
rey. gentleman felt that he had arrived at an advanced age, 
was infirm and poor, and he wished to live in peace with all 
men, and therefore he abandoned the action. The point 
of principle involved in the case remains, therefore, unsettled. 








IRELAND. 


The Court of Queen’s Bench last week delivered judgment 
ina case of Lunhamv. Wakefield, which had been argued 
during last term. The question arose upon a demurrer to the 
summons and plaint, and involved a matter of considerable 
practical importance. The plaint stated that the defendants 
issued against the plaintiff a trader-debtor summons to 
recover an alleged debt of upwards of £200, and that this 
was issued against him maliciously and without just cause, 
and that they maliciously made an affidavit to procure this 
trader-debtor summons, and that he was put to considerable 
expense by this proceding, and made an affidavit that he had a 
good defence upon the merits. The result of the summons 
was that the proceedings were put an end to. The plaint im- 
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puted personal motives, and made strong allegations as to the 
conduct of the defendants, and the want of probable cause, 
and the question wa:, whether they were liable under the cir- 
cumstances. , 

Judges O'Brien and Firzceratp, having elaborately re- 
viewed all the authorities, and the provisions of the last Bank- 
ropt Act, were of opinion that there was no cause of action 
disclosed by the summons and plaint; that there was no alle- 
gation of special damage, and that the inconvenience end 
expense of meeting the case, and resisting the trader-debtor 
summons, was no greater than would arise in the instance of 
ae unfounded demand in an action at law. ; 

udge Hares, having adverted to the cases cited, and-the 
provisions of the bankrupt code, was of opinion that a cause of 
action was disclosed by the summons and plaint, and that a 
wrong had been inflicted for which the law ought to afford a 
remedy. : 

In the Court of Queen’s Bench, on the 14th inst., Jn the 
matter of W. Fitzsimons, an attorney, Mr. J. F. Walker 
applied, on the part of the Incorporated Law Society of Attor- 
neys, by way of memorial, for an order to remove Mr. 
Walker Fitzsimons from the roll of attorneys. It appeared 
from the memorial that Mr. Fitzsimons had bean admitted an 
attorney in 1832, and was still upon the roll, and in July, 
1862, he was tried before Judge Christian, at the Cork Assizes, 
and sentenced to eighteen months’ imprisonment and hard 
labour, for uttering a forged receipt at the foot of a policy of 
insurance. He was at present a prisoner in Cork gaol, and 
there was a certificate of the fact of his conviction. The ap- 
plication was on the part of the Law Society to remove him 
from the roll of attorneys, and counsel now asked either for a 
conditional or an absolute order, as their Lordships might 
think fit. 

Judge O’Brren.—It must only be a conditional order. 

Mr, Walker.—And as to the service of the order? 

Judge O'Brizn.—It must be served personally. 


The Court of Queen’s Bench decided on Tuesday that 
women have a right to vote for town commissioners. The 
Chief Justice stated that the 22nd section of the Towns Im- 
provement Act clearly gave the right to vote to “every person 
of full age,” duly qualified by property, without adding any- 
thing to indicate that ‘‘ persons ” meant males only. Women, 
therefore, had a right to vote under the Act. Mr. Justice 
O'Brien, Mr. Justice Hayes, and Mr. Justice Fitzgerald con- 
curred in this view of the law, and the last stated that he 
must not be understood as denying that ladies were entitled 
to sit as town commissioners as well as to vote for them. 
The process of voting has nothing in it repugnant to their 
habits. They have only to state for whom they vote, and 
answer one or two questions. Women vote for poor-law 
guardians. 

In the matter of Eugene Plummer Blennerhassat M‘ Carthy, 
an attorney, counsel also applied on the. part of the Law 
Society for an order to strike Mr. M‘Carthy off the roll of 
attorneys, He had been convicted on the 18th of August, 
1862, at the Central Criminal Court, London, of stealing books 
from the British Museum, and there were other indictments 
for stealing other books, the property in which was laid in 
Signor Panizzi. He had been sentenced to eighteen months’ 
imprisonment, and was still in custody. 

Judge Hayxs.asked what proof there was of his conviction? 

Mr. Walker replied that there was the certificate of Mr. 
Hector Ellis, the.clerk of the peace. Perhaps in this case the 
Court might be disposed to grant an absolute order. 

The Court intimated that the order could only be a condi- 
tional one. 

Counsel asked if the order should be served upon the party, 
or would it be sufficient to leave it with the governor of the 
gaol. 

Judge Hayes said there could be no difficulty in serving the 
party himself. 

In the Court of Common Pleas last week, an application 
was made in a case of Wyse v. Lewis, on the part of Mr. 
William Lewis, solicitor, the defendant, for an ‘order to set 
aside the first paragraph of a summons and plaint as embar- 
rassing, &c. The plaint stated that the defendant, in June, 
1862, was employed by Madame Wyse, the plaintiff, as her soli- 
citor in certain proceedings in chancery, and had money of hers 
in his hands applicable to pay a debt of about £20 due by her to 
a Mr. Edward Russell; that she directed him to pay this debt, 
which he promised to do, and that he neglected to pay it, in 
consequence of which she was sued, arrested, and imprisoned. 
The plaint stated, further, that service on Madame Wyse at 








the'suit of Mr. Russell was substituted by serving Mr. Lewis, as 
her solicitor, notwithstanding which he never informed her of 
the proceedings, and allowed her to be so arrested. It was con- 
tended that this pleading was double, &c., and should be set 
aside. 

Their Lorpsiips directed the summons and plaint to be 
amended, and each party to be pay their own costs. 





In the Court of Bankruptcy last week, an application was 
made in the case of Captain Robertson, whose court-martial 
excited so much public interest two years ago, on the part of * 
Mrs. M‘Alpine, mother-in-law of the insolvent, that she should 
be declared entitled to some valuable articles of jewellery, con- 
sisting of a cross and butterfly set with diamonds, which she 
lent her daughter on the occasion of her marriage with Cap- 
tain Robertson, telling her that she might take and wear them 
during her lifetime, and that they might possibly go to her at 
her (Mrs. M‘Alpine’s) death, she not anticipating that Mrs. 
Robertson would have died before her. Mrs. M‘Alpine had 
made an affidavit deposing to these facts, and produced the 
will of her husband, the late Colonel M‘Alpine, showing her 
title to the jewels which the assignees sought to retain pos- 
session of for the benefit of the creditors, on the ground that 
whatever Mrs. Robertson possessed became the property 
of her husband, and also on the ground that the in- 
solvent had pawned the jewels for £70—a sum which 
afterwards came out of the funds intended for the benefit of the 
general creditors. Counsel submitted that, under the cireum- 
stances, Mrs, M‘Alpine was entitled to the jewels. It was con- 
tended that the creditors were the persons really entitled to the 
jewels. They had proved debts to the amount of £12,000, 
and only £2,000 had been at present realised to the estate. 
Mr. Jones had advanced £70 on the security of the jewels 
which Mrs, Robertson gave up in order to oblige her husband, 
although she stated she did so very reluctantly. 

Judge Lyncu decided that Mrs. M‘Alpine was entitled to 
the jewels, but, under the circumstanves, he would not give 
the costs of the proceedings relative to them against the credi- 
tors. 

The ease of Viscount Avonmore and J, Grahan v. Holt, 
tried at the Castlebar Petty Sessions, on the 16th ult, and 
which was for coursing with a greyhound on the lands of com- 

lainants, has been the means of eliciting the opinion of the 

rown Law Adviser, as to the legality of the act complained of 
in this instance. The following is the opinion: — “Dublin 
Castle, December 26, 1863 — Gentlomen— Referring to ro 
of the 19th inst., relating to a summons for trespass, I am 
directed by the Lord Lieutenant to acquaint you that the sub- 
ject having been referred to the Law Adviser, he is ot opinion 
that coursing a greyhound on another man’s land, without his 
authority, is still an offence against the 27th Geo, 3, c. 35, and 
the person so acting ought to be convicted under that Act for 
trespass in pursuit of game.—I am, gentlemen, your obedient 
servant, Tuomas A. Lancom.—To the Magistrates at Petty 
Sessions, Castlebar. 

Thomas Courtney, Esq., solicitor, registrar to the Right Hon. 
Chief Justice Lefroy, has been appointed clerk of the Crown 
for the county of Down. 











COLONIAL TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


AUSTRALIA. 
MELBOURNE. 

By the latest advices it appears that the Colonial Ministry 
were preparing, for the then forthcoming session, a new Land 
Bill, and Bills for the Consolidation of the Statute Law, and 
for the Regulation of Mining on Private Property. 


INDIA. 
CaLcourta. 

The Imperial Legislative Council held the first meeting of 
the Session in the Council Chamber, Government-house, on the 
7th ult. Sie W. Denison presided, and the new members, 
Mr. N. L. Anderson, a Bombay civilian, and Mr. C. H. 
Brown, of the Calcutta firm of Messrs. Jardine, Skinner, & Co., 
took the oaths of allegiance and the faithful discharge of their 
duties. Although Sir B. Peacock and Mr, E. C. Bayley have, 
after careful investigation, declared the claims against the late 
native government of Oude to be baseless, under Lord Stanley’s 
pledge, in 1858, 2 commission must be appointed again to in- 
quire into those claims on the spot, and Mr. Maine introduced 
a bill to appoint commissioners, with the powers of judges, for 
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this purpose. Mr. Roberts introduced a Bill to abolish the 
offices of Hindoo and Mahommedan law offices in our courts, 
and to dissever the connection of Government with the offices 
of Cazi-ul-Cuzat, or Head Cazis of provinces, cities, and towns, 
These officers have continued to exist, although, in 1793, Lord 
Cornwallis put the administration of justice under English 
judges, and our codes, in the present day, render old pundits 
and moulvies an obstruction to justice. The office of Cazi was 
never created, nor recognized, by legislation. It is purely Mus- 
sulman, and occupied with questions of inheritance, marriage, 
and transfer of deeds. For purposes of order the duties of cer- 
tain Cazis were defined, and their existence recognized; but 
side by side with them hundreds of self-constituted Cazis have 
sprung up. Under the Bill, the Mahommedan community will 
be allowed perfect freedom of action in the matter of Cazis, 
subject only to a reference to the courts in case of dispute. 
The Bill will erase some twenty-five early Acts and regula- 
tions from the statute-book. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


SOCIETY FOR PROMOTING THE AMENDMENT OF 
THE LAW. 

A meeting of the members of this association was held on 
Monday evening, at their offices, 3, Waterloo-place, Pall-mall, 
to discuss a paper by Mr. Torrens, the founder of the Austra- 
lian Lands Titles Commission, and the originator of the system 
which obtains in that colony of transferring land by a registra- 
.tion of title. Thomas Chambers, Esq., Q.C., the Common Ser- 
jeant, occupied the chair. 

r. TorReNs said the system of transferring land, which 
he had originated, had been in existence for nearly six years 
with the most beneficial effect. Every new transfer of land 
cancelled the pre-existing'title, and this proceeding obviated the 
intricacy and confusion created by contingent interests. The 
Irish Landed Estates Court had introduced a system which pro- 
duced a great facility‘in the transfer of property, but without 
provision for the exigencies which, as they had arisen, must yet 
arise in the future. The Act for the registration of deeds, in 
connection with that system, was a retrograde movement, and 
had been described as an attempt to stereotype a decaying 
system. The Bill of Lord Westbury, though an improvement, 
was yet clogged by specific provisions, such as that a man 
might take out a special certificate, which would open the 
door to fraud, and the choice of purchase by deed, which led 
to the expense and confusion at present complained of. The 
owes to be mY in view was the simple transfer of the legal 
title to land, all equitable titles to be protected by other means, 
A system of insurance prevailed in Australia of one half-penny 
per pound upon property transferred, which provided a fund 
to compensate any interest that might be overlooked, and was 
an indemnification against mistake. There had not been a 
single case of hardship in the colony since the establishment 
of the registration system. 

Mr, Dantet, Q.C., concurred entirely with the views so 
ably and lucidly set forth; but, in a country like England, 
every direct approach to a principle was met with interests 
here and interests there, so that a person was compelled to 
go sideways. It was an evil to require acres of parchments 
to transfer yards of land. The object in view had the sym- 
pathy of all, 

Mr. Wesster said, he had no doubt a system could be in- 
troduced by which the legal title to land could be transferred, 
still allowing all equitable interests to be provided for, as 
equitable interests in shipping and other descriptions of pro 
perty were provided for. 

Mr. Hastixcs recommended the application of some such 
system as that proposed for India and other colonies. 

After an interesting discussion upon the details of the 
measure, the meeting adjourned. 








UNIVERSITY INTELLIGENCE. 


CAMBRIDGE. 

The lectures of the Regins Professor of Laws will be re- 
sumed on Tuesday, the 2nd of February, at 11 a.m., in the 
Law Schools, and be delivered on each Tuesday, Wednesday, 
Thursday, and Friday during the term, the subject being “ The 
last Title of the First Book and the whole of the Second Book 
of the Institutes of Justinian.” The books of reference will 
be “The Commentaries of Gaius and the Fragments of 





Ulpian;” and “ Warnkcenig, Commeptarii in Institut. Libris; 
“Mackeldey, Systema Juris Romani;” and Sandar's “ Com- 
mentary on the Institutes of Justinian.”’ Candidates for the 
professorial certificate will be admitted to these lectures, the 
special subjects of their examination, which takes place on the 
first Monday in the Easter Term, being “ Justinian’s Institutes,” 
book 1, title X., and the whole of book 2; and “ Kerr's 
Student’s Blackstone,” chapters 15 to 19, both inclusive. 
Candidates for the professorial certificate are requested to leave 
their names at Messrs. Deighton’s or Macmillan’s, and to specify 
on their cards the fact that their attendance at lectures is for 
the purpose of obtaining the certificate. 

The examination for the certificate of Regius Professor of 
Laws will be held on Monday, the Jst of February, at 10 am., 
in the Senate-house. Candidates for the same are desired to 
send their names to the Junior Marshall (Mr. H. Boning), 
Sidney-street, Cambridge, on or before Saturday, the 30th of 
January. 

CHANcELLOR’s Mepat For Lecat Srupigs. 

Candidates for this prize are requested to take notice that 
the examination will begin on Monday, February 15, at 10 
a.m., in the Senate-house, and to send their names, colleges, 
and date of degree to the Regius Professor of Laws, at Down- 
ing College, on or before Saturday, February, 13. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL, 


EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


Hilary Term, 1864. 

The final examination of articled clerks was held at the 
Hall of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, London, 
on the 19th and 20th instant. 

The examiners were Master Templer of the Court of Ex- 
chequer, Mr. Gregory, Mr. Ouvry, Mr. Sharpe, and Mr. 
Young. 

The Master addressed the candidates as follows:— 

‘€ Gentlemen,—I would say a few words to you before you 
commence upon your papers, With regard to the examina- 
tion I would wish you to consider attentively the questions be- 
fore you put pen to paper to answer them; reflect well over 
them, and then answer the questions as directly as you can. 
After you have thus answered, you may illustrate or enlarge 
upon your meaning; but a directly correct answer is all that 
is required by the examiners to ensure you the full number of 
marks; and tT ney say that the questions generally have been 
so framed as to ascertain rather that you possess the knowledge 
of the principles of your subjects, than of particular instances 
or details, which only experience can supply; for it is a golden 
maxim in the acquisition of any subject, but more particularly 
of the legal one—" Melius est petere fontes quam sectari rivulos,” 
There are, however, other essentials to success in the profes- 
sion you have chosen, which no examination, and no skill in 
the examiners, can ascertain, It must rest with yourselves 
alone. I mean the physical capacity for hard work,. which 
will enable you to reach the high places of the profession, and 
which is best secured by not neglecting a proper d of 
exercise, so as to maintain the bodily powers in hi frealth, 
The “mens sana in corpore sano” you will require to tread 
the hard paths of your profession with success. I mention this, 
because, with men of my own standing, it was too much, and 
often fatally, neglected. There is, however, the still higher 
qualification upon which I cannot lay too great a stress—the 
keeping ever before you the true standard of the — 
that greatest integrity amongst yourselves and strictest fidelity 
to your clients, without which the profession would be a 
reproach and a bye-word. You have noble examples in those 
who have preceded you in the paths of the profession, and it 
should be your aim and object to keep them before you as 
your mirror, to study and follow them. I will not detain you 
longer from your papers, but we trust you may all so acquit 
yourselves that we may be able to accord you, without doubt 
or difficulty,’a safe deliverance and satisfactory certificates.” 





QUESTIONS AT THE FINAL EXAMINATION OF 
ARTICLED CLERKS FOR HILARY TERM, WITH 
ANSWERS. 

By J. Braprorp, LL.B,, and Watrer WEBB, 
a Clifford’s-ina Prizeman, Solicitors, 
The examination, as usual, was conducted in the Hall of the 

Incorporated Law Society, on Tuesday and Wednesday last, 











re a ~~! 


~~, a ~—™ et cf eet Om 


eee — ee ee eC re eC lhe 














Jan. 23,1864. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER 


229 








the 19th and 20th instant. The first day papers, on Common 
Law and Conveyancing, were handed to the candidates; on the 
second day papers on Equity, Bankruptcy, and Criminal Law, 
it being optional with them to answer the questions in the last 
two branches or not. 


I.—Common AND Stature LAW AND PRACTICE or THE 
Courts. 


1. What are the limits of the jurisdictions of Her Majesty's 
superior courts of common law at Westminster? Has either 
of them an exclusive jurisdiction in real actions? and, it 
so, state to which it belongs. . 

Speaking generally, the territorial limits of the jurisdictions 
of her Majesty’s superior courts of common law at Westmin- 
ster are the limits of England and Wales. ‘There is no abso- 
lute limit in either direction to the amount which may be sued 
for and recovered in these courts, but if the plaintiff recovers 
less than £20 in an action ex contractu, or £5 in an action ex 
delicto, he may be deprived of costs, With regard to the 
nature of the claims which may be enforced through the 
medium of these courts, it may. be noticed that there are 
large classes of rights not within their jurisdiction, as, for in- 
stance, the rights which are subject to the exclusive jurisdic- 
tion of the Court of Chancery. The limits of the jurisdiction 
of these courts, inter de, which existed in ancient times, have 
almost entirely disappeared, all three now having concurrent 
jurisdiction in all personal actions and ejectment. Traces of 
the exclusive jurisdiction of each still remain. The Queen’s 
Bench takes cognizance of criminal cases as well as civiJ, and 
exercises a sort of supervision over inferior courts and civil cor- 
porations. The Exchequer has exclusive jurisdiction in 
revenue cases. The Common Pleas had exclusive jurisdiction 
in the large class of real actions, before their abolition, with a 
few exceptions by the 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27; but, although the 
real actions excepted by that enactment were themselves 
abolished as real actions by 23 & 24 Vict. c. 126, s. 26, it 
retains its exclusive jurisdiction in the actions substituted for 
them. 

2, Explain the meaning of the terms transitory and local 
causes of action; and state the maxim of law that applies to 
transitory actions. 

A cause of action is Jocal, when it could only have happened 
in one place; such as actions for injuries to real property, or 
for the recovery of real property, e.g., trespass, gu@re clausam 
fregit, ejectment, and replevin. A cause of action is transitory, 
when it might have arisen anywhere, of this kind are most 
personal actions, except actions of trespass, q. c.f, replevin, ac- 
tions upon judgments, and those made local by particular 
statutes. When the cause of action is local, the trial must take 
place in the county in which it arose. When it is transitory, 
the venue may be laid in any county. The maxim of law, ap- 
plying to most transitory acts, is actio personalis moritur cum 

persona, © maxim which has been considerably encroached upon 
by the 9 & 10 Vict. c. 93. 

3. State the ordinary steps, in a common law action, that 
must be taken by a plaintiff to compel the repayment of moneys 
due for goods sold‘and delivered, against a defendant who ap- 
pears and pleads, 

Before commencing litigation, it is usual to write to the 
debtor, that unless the amount is paid within a given time, 
proceedings will be commenced: if this is disregarded, a spe- 
cially endosed writ of summons is filled up, issued, and served, 
and memorandum of service endorsed; upon receiving notice of 
appearance, the plaintiff serves declaration, and, if the defendant 
pleads within eight days, he either demurs thereto, in which case 
an issue of law is raised, for decision of the Court in banco, or, 
as is usually the case, he delivers replication, whereupon defen- 
dant may deliver a rejoinder, which the plaintiff may meet with 
a rebutter, but, generally, the plaintiff, upon delivering repli- 
cation, makes up and serves the issue with notice of trial: the 
Nisi Prius record is then engrossed, and 2 jury pannel annexed, 
and the cause set down for trial; notices to produce and admit 
are served; the briefs drawn and delivered to counsel ; witnesses 
subpenaed; upon the trial, if the verdict is given for the plain- 
tiff, the posiea is drawn up, and, thereupon, within the pre- 
scribed time, judgment is signed for the amount of the verdict 
ard taxed costs. 

4. What are the exceptions to the general capacity to sue 
enjoyed by all persons in England? and is a right to sue, ac- 
cruing in foreign parts, taken away by a residence abroad of 
Lim to whom it accrues? : 

The exceptions to the general capacity to cue, enjoyed by all 
persens are, where the cause of action accrues to a person being 
under disability; as a married woman, infant, lunatic or idiot, 





felon, outlaw, uncertificated bankrupt, or alien enemy. As- 
suming that the cause of action in the question is one which 
would have given the plaintiff a right to sue in our courts if he 
were resident within the jurisdiction, the fact of his being out 
of the jurisdiction will not take oway this right; but, if he is 
the sole plaintiff, and is not resident out of the jurisdiction in 
any official capacity, the Court, upon the application of the de- 
fendant, will order the action to be stayed till security for costs 
is given. 

5. Is it necessary to state the consideration on the face of a 
written contract not under seal? 

It is necessary to state the consideration on the face of a 
written contract not under seal, in order to support an action 
upon it, except where the contract is a guarantee, when it is 
not essential. (19 & 20 Vict. c. 97,8, 3; notes to Wain vy. 
Warlters, 2 Smi. L. C.) 

6. Explain the nature of a bill of exchange, and state in 
what particulars bills of exchange and promissory notes differ 
from other simple contracts, 

A bill of exchange is a written order for the payment ofa 
certain sum of money unconditionally. It operates as an 
undertaking from the drawer to the payee and every subse- 
quent holder, that the drawee is a person competent to accept— 
that is, engage to pay it; and that he will, when requested, 
accept, and when it becomes due, pay it; when accepted, the 
acceptor becomes primarily liable u the bill, the drawer, 
and each indorser thereof, being collaterally liable to the 
holder: the quality of negotiability is inherent in bills of ex- 
change where drawn in the ordinary form, payable to A. B., 
or “bearer,” or “order”—in the former case it passes by de- 
livery like a bank note, in the latter it requires the indorse- 
ment of the payee. In the following particulars: — bills 
of exchange and promissory notes differ from other simple 
contracts. (1) When negotiable, they are transferrible, 
ad infinitum, so as to enable the holder to sue upon them 
in his own name, whereas ordinary choses in action are not 
assignable at law. (2) The ownership in a chattel per- 
sonal cannot, except by sale in market overt, be transferred 
at law to a vendee by a person in whomit is not vested; but 
the thief or finder of a negotiable instrument assignable by 
mere delivery, may confer a title by transferring it to an in- 
nocent person for value. (3) A bill or note is prima facie 
presumed to have been given for a sufficient consideration. 
(4) The owner of a lost bill may sue for the amount payable 
by it, and the Court, or a judge, may order that the loss of the 
instrument shall not be set up, provided an indemnity is given 
against the claim of any other person upon such n 
instrument. 

7. What is the main essential to the validity of a deed? In 
the case of a deed made beween A, and C., containing a cove- 
nant by C. to pay to A. moneys for the use of B., which of the 
two, A. or B., is the proper person to sue C. for the breach of 
the covenant? 

The main essential to the validity of a deed—ie., an instru- 
ment in writing, under seal, is delivery. 

A. is the proper party to sue C., B. being a stranger to the 
covenant. 

8. State what common law remedy is open to the mortgagee 
to obtain repayment of the money advanced by him on the 
security of the mortgage? : 

His remedy to obtain repayment of the money advanced on 
the security of a legal mortgage by deed, if the mortgagor 
covenants to repay the amount within a time which has ex- 
pired, is by action of covenant or debt. 

9. State the chief provisions of the Statute of Frauds, so far 
as they relate to the transfer of goods and chattels. 

The 17th section enacts that “no contract for the sale of 
any goods, wares, or merchandise, for the price of £10 a 
or upwards, shall be allowed to be good, except the buyer 
accept part of the goods so sold, and actually receive the same, 
or give something in earnest to bind the bargain, or in part 
payment, or that some note or memorandum in writing of the 
said bargain be made and signed by the parties to be rank ly f 
such contract, or their agents thereunto lawfully authorised.” 

The 5th section also enacts that “no action shall be brought 
upon any agreement that is not to be performed within the 
space of one year fromthe making thereof, unless the agreement 
npon which such action shall be brought, or some memorandam 
or note thereof, shall be in writing, and signed by the party to 
be charged therewith, or some other person thereunto, by him 
lawfully authorised.” (Peter v. Compton, | Sm. Lead. Cas. 
241. 

ie Must the service of a writ of summons on a defendant 
be personal? or will efforts to serve him be sufficient to enable 
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a plaintiff to proceed in his suit? and state the practice under 
this head, as it now obtains under the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1852. 

The service of writ by the delivery of a true copy of it 
to the defendant, being a private person, must, wherever it is 
practicable, be personal; as a general rule, there is no equiva- 
lent for personal service, except an undertaking by an attorney 
to appear, which will be enforced by attachment. By the 17th 
section of the above statute it is provided that, in case it shall 
appear to the Court or judge upon affidavit (1) that reasonable 
efforts have been made to effect personal service, and either 
(2) that the writ has come to the knowledge of the defendant, 
(8) or that he wilfully evades service of the same, (4) and has 
no} appeared thereto, it shall be lawful for such Court or 
judge to order that the plaintiff be at liberty to proceed as if 
personal service had been effected. The process-server should 
make three separate applications at the defendant's residence, 
mention the nature of his business, and make an appointment 
for his future calls, which should be kept, and on the third call, 
leave a copy of the writ for the defendant. These facts must 
be embodied in an affidavit, accompanied with facts from 
which it appears tolerably certain that the writ has come to 
the defendant’s knowledge, or that he wilfully evaded service 
and has not appeared. The affidavit is left with the clerk of 
the chamber judge, and, if the order is made, it will be drawn 
up and a copy must be left at the defendant's residence, when 
the plaintiff will proceed. The soireren cannot be made 
until. after the lapse of eight days from the last attempt to 
serve the defendant. 

11. Into what divisions is evidence usually classed? and 
are there any s of secondary evidence ? 

Evidence is either direct or indirect. Direct evidence is 
that which directly proves a fact by witnesses, things, or do- 
cuments. Indirect or circumstantial evidence is that which 
only indirectly proves a fact by way of inference; and it is 
either conclusive or presumptive, according as the fact to be 
er is a necessary consequence, or is only a matter of pro- 

able inference, Direct evidence is either primary or secon- 
dary. Primary evidence is that which constitutes the most 
original and highest kind of proof; secondary evidence is that 
which constitutes a derivative or inferior kind of proof, The 
highest kind of evidence must be given of which the nature of 
the case admits; and secondary evidence is only admissible 
where primary evidence cannot be obtained. The law does not 
ise any degrees in secondary evidence. A party entitled 
to resort to secondary evidence may, in general, resort to any 
form of it. Thus, the evidence of a witness who has read & 
lost or destroyed document is receivable, though a copy of it is 
still in existence. (Smi. Man. Com. Law, 388). 

12. After what period does a deed prove itself? 

When a deed is thirty years old it proves itself, and no evi- 
dence of execution is necessary, provided it comes from the pro- 
per custody. _ 

13. What is put in issue by a plea of never indebted toa 
declaration containing the common count for goods sold and 
delivered? 

The plea of never indebted to a declaration, containing the 
common count for goods sold and delivered, will operate as a 
denial of those matters of fact from which the liability of the 
defendant arises—that is to say, it will put in issue the sale and 
delivery (R. G. Hilary Term, 1853). 

14, Explain the nature and effect of a demurrer, and illus- 
trate your answer by a case, 

demurrer is a pleading which denies the sufficiency in 
point of law of the adversary’s pleading, its effect is to admit 
the facts as stated in the last wostlae to be true, but to raise 
an issue of law for the decision of the Court. It may be placed 
on the record to the declaration, or to any count therein, to 
the plea, replication, or to any other pleadings of the parties 
subsequent to the plea, and before issue has been joined. Thus, 
in an action of trespass, if the defendant in his plea confesses 
the fact, but justifies it causd venationiés, for that he was 
hunting—and to this the plaintiff demurs, that is, admits the 
truth of the plea, but denies the justification to be legal; now, 
on arguing this demurrer, if the Court be of opinion that a man 
may not justify trespass in hunting, they will give judgment 
for the plaintiff; if they think that he may, then judgment is 
given for the defendant. And thus is an issue of law, on de- 


turrer, disposed of. 
15. What notice is requisite to determine a tenancy from 
year to year? 
Six month’s notice, to expire at the end of the current year 
“ pa tenancy, is necessary to determine a tenancy from year 
ear. 





II.—CoNnVEYANCING. 


1, What are the three kinds of estate (sic) in fee? 

The three kinds of estates in fee are (1) an estate in fee 
simple absolute; (2) an estate in fee simple qualified or base; 
(3) an estate in fee simple conditional at common iaw, after- 
wards called fee-tail, in consequence of the statute De Donis 
Conditionalibus, 13 Edw. 1, ¢. 1. 

2. What words are necessary ina deed to create an estate 
in fee, and what an estate tail? 

To create an estate in fee by a deed, it is necessary to use 
the term “ heirs;” to create an estate tail by deed, it is neces- 
sary to use the same term with the addition of words of pro- 
creation, as “ to A. and the heirs of his body.” 3 

3. Explain the term “ tenant in tail after possibility of issue 
extinct,” and the nature of the estate. ; 

Tenant in tail after possibility of issue extinct, is a person 
formerly tenant in special tail, who has survived the particular 
person from whose body the issue capable of inheriting was 
to spring, no such issue being now in existence. Such @ 
person is in reality a tenant for life, with the additional power 
of committing waste, 

4. What are the principal points requiring attention on the 
examination of an abstract of title? 

The first point is to ascertain that the abstract discloses a 
good marketable title, or such a title as is provided for by the 
contract or conditions of sale, or such a title as, under the cir- 
cumstances, the purchaser might be safely advised and would 
be willing to accept. On the examination of the abstract 
with the deeds, the purchaser’s solicitor should satisfy himself 
that nothing has been omitted which should have been ——— 
that all the deeds have been duly stamped, executed, 
attested, and have proper receipts endorsed; that no discre- 
pancy appears, either in the dates or in the parcels, and, in 

articular, that rig be pears on any of the documents pro- 
Huced whick could be fairly considered as notice to a man of 
business of any dealings relating to the purchased " 
other than those disclosed by the abstract and such as are 
consistent with the title there shewn. 

5. In what form should a mortgage of leasehold property be 
taken, and what provisions should be inserted in it 

A mortgage of leasehold property should be taken in the 
form of an underlease, which avoids the liability which would 
otherwise be incurred by the mortgagee to the lessor. It 
should contain provisions for the Payment of the rent and per- 
formance of the covenants under the original lease by the mort- 
gagor, as well as the provisions which would be requisite if 
the Propert were not leasehold. 

6. How is a security effected upon chattels? 

A security upon chattels, apart from a deposit or pledge, 
is usually ted by means of a bill of sale, which should 
registered in compliance with the regulations contained in 17 
& 18 Vict. c. 36, and 24 & 25 Vict. c. 91. , 

7. What is the operation of a judgment apon an estate tail? 

A judgment regi under 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, operates as 
a”charge on the lands of the debtor as against the issue of his 
body, and all other persons whom he might, without the 
assent of any other person, cut off and debar from any re- 
mainder or reversion. 

8. What was required in the execution of a power previously 
to the year 1859, and what is now necessary? 

Pepriowsly to 1859, when ba Act 22 & 23 Ma: $ ‘, was 
passed, it was necessary to the proper execution of a 
strictly to comply with all the formalities required by in- 
strument ig it, By the 12th section of that Act, it is 
now provided that a deed executed in the presence of and 
attested by two or more witnesses shall, so far as respects exe- 
cution and attestation, be a valid execution of a power of 

intment by deed or writing not testamentary, notwithstand- 

some additional or other form of execution or attestation 
shall have been expressly required. es 

9. What is “tenant by curtesy,” and what is requisite to 
the creation of the estate? 

A “tenant by curtesy” is a tenant for life of the lands of 
which a deceased wife was seised, during the marriage, and by 
whom he had issue born alive during the same period, and 
capable of inheriting her estate, There are four requisites to 
the creation of the estate—(1) a valid marriage; (2) an actual 
seizin by the wife; (3) issue born alive during the life of the 
mother, and capable of inheriting ; (4) the death of the wife. 

10, A. devises to B., who is his heir-at-law: how would B. 


e? 
If A. devises to B., his heir-at-law, B. takes under the will, 
and not as heir-at-law. This was provided for by section 3 of 
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the Inheritance Act. Previously to the 31st of December, 1833, 
B. would have taken by descent, and not as devisee. 

11. What conveyances are void under the statute of Eliza- 
beth, and against whom. ? 

There are two statutes of Elizabeth probably referred to by 
this question. By 13 Eliz. c. 5, conveyances of lands and goods, 
for the pups of delaying, hindering, or defrauding creditors, 
are void as against them, unless made bona fide, for valuable 
consideration to a person without notice of the fraudulent intent. 
By 27 Eliz.c, 4, voluntary conveyances of Jands, and con- 
yeyances, with any clause of revocation at will of grantor, are 
yoid as against subsequent purchasers for valuable considera- 
tion, even with notice (Ellison v. Ellison, 1 White & Tudor’s 
Lead. Cas, 199) 

12. What facility is given for the assignment of chattel 
interests by the Act 22 & 23 Vict. c. 35? 

The 21st section of the Act in question provides that any 
person shall have power to assign personal property, by law 
assignable, including chattels real, directly to himself and 
another person, or other persons, or corporation, by the like 
means as he might assign the same to another, 

13. How is the compensation for land, taken from persons 
under disability, under the provisions of 8 Vict. c. 18 (Lands 
Clauses Consolidation Act) assessed, and how may the money 
be invested ? ‘ 

The amount of compensation to be paid to a party under 
disability is to be determined by two able practical surveyors, 
one of whom is nominated by the promoters of the under- 
taking, the other by the other party; and if such two sur- 
veyors cannot agree in the amount, then by such third sur- 
veyor as two justices may, upon application of either party, 
nominate; a declaration in writing of its correctness is annexed 
toeach valuation (section 9). The amount of compensation may 
also be assessed, as in other cases, by the verdict of a jury, or 
by an arbitrator. 

The money having been paid into the Bank with the privity 
of the Accountant-General of the Court of Chancery, may, by 
order of the Court, be invested by him in the purchase of Con- 
solidated or Reduced Annuities, or in Government or real 
securities, until the same can be permanently invested in the 
redemption of the land-tax; in the discharge of any incum- 
brance affecting the land, or other land similarly settled, in 
the purchase of other lands, or in case the money shall have 
been paid in respect of buildings taken or injured, in replacing 
+ uildings, or substituting others in their stead (see sections 
69, 70. 

14. What parties are enabled to convey by the last-men- 
tioned Act? 

All parties seised, possessed of, or entitled to any land, or 
any estate or interest therein, are enabled to sell and convey 
and release the same to the promoters of the undertaking, and 
to enter into all necessary agreements for that purpose; and 
particularly all or any of the following parties so seised, pos- 
sessed, or entitled as aforesaid, are enabled so to sell, convey, 
or release—that is to say, all corporations, tenants in tail or for 
life, married women scised in their own right, or entitled to 
dower, guardians, committes of lunatics and idiots, trustees or 
feoffees in trust for charitable or other purposes, executors 
and administrators, and all parties for the time being entitled 
to the receipt of the rents and profits of such land in pos- 
session, or subject to any estate in dower, or to any lease for 
life, or for lives and years, or for years, or for any less interest; 
and such powers may be exercised, not only on behalf of 
themselves, but also for and on behalf of every person entitled 
in reversion, remainder, or expectancy, after them, or in de- 
feasance of the estates of such parties (section 7), - 

15. A seised Ex parte materna makes a conveyance to the 
use of himself and his heirs, what is the effect of this upon his 
estate? 

The effect of such a conveyance by A. is that he will thence- 
forward hold as a “purchaser ” in the technical meaning of that 
term, and his estate will consequently be subject to a different 
rule of descent in case of his dying intestate. So that his 
relations ex parte paterna will be admitted before those ex 
parte materna. 


Ill. Equiry anp Practice OF THE CouRTs. 


1. Personal estate is bequeathed to A. B., a feme sole for 
her separate use, independent of the debts, control, or engage- 
ments of any husband she may marry, and so that she shall 
have no power to alien, anticipate, or charge the same. Can 
A. B., while single, alien, anticipate, or charge the same? In 
the event of her marriage, would a separate estate arise? 

A. B., while single, can alien, anticipate, or charge the per- 





sonal estate bequeathed to her separate use, although re- 
strained from doing so. In the event of her marriage, the 
separate estate, together with the restraint upon alienation, 
arises, and continues during the coverture. Lord Langdale, 
M. R., in his celebrated judgment in Twllett v. Armstrong, 
lays it down that, “if the gift be made to her sole and separate 
use, without power to alienate, . . . . she has, when 
discovert, a power of alienation; the restraint is annexed to 
the separate estate only, and the separate estate has its exis- 
tence only during coverture.” Upon marriage, the separate 
estate, with its accompanying restraint, if there be one, comes 
into existence. 

2. What is an equitable mortgage? In what respects is it 
objectionable as a security? 

An equitable mortgage is created by the owner of an estate 
depositing his muniments of title as security for the payment 
of a debt, either simply (Russell v. Russell) or accompanied by 
& writing, or it may be created by any agreement or direction in 
writing without deposit, which shows that it was the intention of 
the debtor thereby to make his land or other property'a security 
for the debt. But no equitable mortgage or lien on land regis- 
tered under the 25 & 26 Vict. c. 35 (Land Transfer Act), can 
now be created by a deposit of title deeds; but the deposit of 
the land certificate has the same effect as a deposit of title deeds 
of non-registered lands. An equitable mortgage is objection- 
able as a security (1), as the mortgagee’s right is not recog- 
nised in a court of law except as a mere pledgee, or depository 
of the deeds, if deposited; he, therefore, cannot bring eject- 
ment, (2) A subsequent bona fide legal mortgagee, without 
notice, will take priority, for the equities being equal, the law 
will prevail, (3) An equitable mort with notice of a 
ae incumbrance, cannot, by concealing his knowl from 

is assignee, give a better right than that which he lf 
possesses. The assignee, therefore, takes, subject to all the 
equities affecting the charge. (4) The ng | means of enfore~ 
ing payment of an equitable mortgage is by filing a bill ot 
foreclosure. The mortgagee has no power of sale, nor any 
right to enter into the receipt of the rents of premises, being a 
mere creature of equity. 

3. Can an executor be charged with wilful default upon an 
administration summons? 

In taking the accounts under the usual decretal order on 
an administration summons, an executor or trustee cannot be 
po with wilful default (Partington v. Reynolds, 4 Drew. 
253.) 





} et What is the equitable doctrine of constructive conver- 
sion 

In the judgment of Sir Thomas Sewell, M. R., in the lead- 
ing case of Fletcher v. Ashburner, the equitable doctrine of 
constructive conversion is thus accurately stated—viz., “ that 
money directed to be employed in the purchase of land, and 
land directed to be sold and turned into bars £ are to be con- 
sidered as that species of property into which they are di- 
rected to be converted; and this in whatever manner the 
direction is given—whether by will, by way of contract, 
marriage articles, settlement, or otherwise, and whether the 
money is actually deposited or only covenanted to be paid; 
whether the land is actually conveyed, or only agreed to be 
conveyed, The owner of the fund, or the contracting pn 
may make land money, or money land.” The maxim is that 
equity looks upon that as done which ought to be done (1 
W. & T. L. C. 659). 

5. Distinguish a specific legacy from 9 geome) legacy. 

A legacy is specific, legatum nominis vel dediti, when it is a 
bequest of a particular thing, or sum of money, or debt, as 
distinguished from all others of the same kind. by 3, be- 
quest of “my diamond ring,” “my black horse,” or “ £1,000 
contained in a particular we: 

A legacy is general when it does not amount to a bequest of 
any particular thing or money distinguished from all others 
of the same kind. Thus a bequest of a diamond ring, or a 
horse, or £1,000 stock, or £1,000 not referring to any particu- 
lar diamond ring, horse, stock, or money as distinguished from 
others (Ashburner v. Macguire, 2 W. & T, L. C. 229.) 

6. Can a creditor file a bill on behalf of himself and all other 
the creditors of a testator, for the administration of his estate 
against the executors before the will has been proved? 

A creditor cannot file a bill on behalf of himself and other 
creditors against an executor who has not proved or acted; for 
the executor’s title commences only from the date of the ye 
bate, and it is not known till then whether he will act. t 
if an executor intermeddles with the estate, to the injury of 
the creditors, before pee & as to become executor de son 
tort, the bill may be filed against him. 
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7. Is a bequest of railway shares to charitable purposes void 
under the Mortmain Act? 

It has lately been decided that railway shares are not within 
9 Geo. 2, c. 36, unless the act or charter, incorporating the 
company, expressly declares the shares to be real estate. There- 
fore the bequest of the shares to charitable purposes, unless de- 
clared realty, will not be void (Edwards v. Hall, 4 W. R. 
111). 

8. What are the general principles which regulate the court 
of chancery in granting or refusing injunctions ex parte ? 

Application for an injunction ex parte will in general be re- 
fused, unless the Court is satisfied that the grievance sought to 
be restrained is very pressing, or that the continuance of the 
act will work irreparable injury to the plaintiff, who has not 
been guilty of laches. 

9, Within what time is an answer deemed sufficient, and 
does such time apply equally to a voluntary answer? 

An answer is deemed sufficient; (1) If the plaintiff does not 
file exceptions thereto within six weeks after the filing of such 
answer, (2) If exceptions being filed the plaintiff does not set 
them down for hearing within fourteen days after the filing 
thereof. (3) If within fourteen days after the filing of a further 
answer, the plaintiff does not set down the old exceptions, A 
voluntary answer is treated as at once sufficient. 

10. If a part of freehold hereditaments be released from a 
rent charge, does it or not extinguish the rent charge? 

By Lord St. Leonards’ Act (22 & 23 Vict. c. 35, s. 10), the 
release from a rent charge of part of the hereditaments charged 
therewith, shall not extinguish the whole rent charge, but 
shall operate onty to bar the right to recover any part of the 
rent charge out of the hereditaments released, without prejudice, 
nevertheless, to the rights of all persons interested in the 
hereditaments remaining unreleased, and not concurring in or 
confirming the release. Before this Act, a rent charge was in 
effect extinguished by a release of part of the hereditaments 
charged (see Co, Litt. 147 b.) 

11. Is it necessary to make the heir-at-law a party to a suit 
to carry into execution the trusts of a will? 


In suits to execute the trusts of a will, it is not necessary to | 
make the heir-at-law a party; but the plaintiff is at liberty to | 


make the heir-at-law a party, where he desires to have the will 
established against him (Cons. Ord. vii, r. 1.) 
12. Where a plaintiff has given a notice of motion for a 


decree, and afterwards desires to adduce further evidence for | 


the hearing, in what way can that object be accomplished ? 

The plaintiff has seven days, after the expiration of the 
fourteen days allowed to the defendant to file affidavits in 
answer, to file affidavits in reply, but they must be confined to 
matters strictly in reply, and no further evidence can be 
adduced by the plaintiff without leave of the Court (Cons. 
Ord. xxxiii, r. 8.) 

13. How, and when, can a defendant compel a plaintiff, 
having documents in his possession relating to matters in ques- 
tion in the suit, to produce them ? 

The 20th section of the Jurisdiction Act (15 & 16 Vict. c. 
86) empowers the Court, upon the application of the defendant 
in any suit commenced by bill, to make an order for the pro- 
duction by the plaintiff, on oath, of such of the documents in 
his possession or power relating to the matters in question in 
the suit, as the Court shall think right; the mode of proceeding 
is by summons at chambers; and, as to the time, not until the 
defendant has put in a full and sufficient answer, unless the 
Court shall make any order to the contrary. In Walker v. 
Kennedy, 5 W. R. 396, it was held that the defendant might 
make the application immediately on filing his answer ; but the 
plaintiff will be allowed time to consider whether the answer is 
sufficient. 

14, What is a condition precedent ? Give an example. 

A condition precedent is a condition expressed in the grant 
of an estate which must happen, or be performed before the 
estate can vest or be enlarged. Thus, if a man grant to his 
lessee for years, that upon payment of a hundred marks 
within the term he shall have the fee, this is a condition pre- 
cedent, and the fee simple passeth not till the hundred marks 
be paid (Lord Stafford’s Case, 8 Rep. 736). 

15. A, by will bequeaths £10,000 to “the heirs of the late 
B.,” who will take under this bequest, assuming that there is 
nothing in the context of the will to explain the words. 

There being nothing in the context of the will to explain the 
object designated by the expression “ heirs of the late B,” it 
appears by the weight of authority that the word “heirs” 
must be taken to be used in its proper sense, although the 
entire subject of the gift be personalty. Lord St. Leonards, 
in his judgment in the case of De Beauvoir vy. De Beauvoir 


| (3 H. of L. C. 557), when treating of the construction to be 
| put upon a bequest “to my own right heirs” remarks “ag 
far, therefore, as the authorities go with respect to personal 
estate, whether the gift be an immediate gift or whether it be a 
gift in remainder, the cases appear to me to be uniform,—to 
give to the words the sense which the testator himeelt 
has impressed upon them,—that if he has given to the heirs, 
though the heir would not by law be the person to take that 
property, he is the person who takes as persona designata. It 
is impossible to lay down any other rule of construction.” The 
judgment of Vice Chancellor Turner, in Doody v. Higgins 
(9 Hare. App. 32), will not, upon consideration, be found to 
militate against this dictum, And the conclusion appears to 
be, that where the word “heirs” is used, not to denote suc- 
cession or substitution, as in the last cited case; but to de- 
scribe a Jegatee, as in the case in the question, and there is no 
context to explain it otherwise, there it will receive its 
natural and ordinary interpretation (Will, Exors. 997). 

Hence, it would seem that the person being heir to B. at 
the death of the testator, will take the £10,000, The word 
« heirs” is nomen collectionin, and it is all one to say “ heirs of 
B.” and “heir of B.” 

The questions on Bankruptcy and practice of the courts 
and on Criminal law and proceedings before magistrates, to- 
gether with answers by Mr. J. Bradford and Mr. Walter Webb, 
will be inserted in the Solicitors’ Journal next week. 





EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY, 
Hilary Term, 1864. 

The intermediate examination of articled clerks was held 
on the 2lstinst., at the Hall of the Incorporated Law Society 
Chancery-lane. 

The examiners were Master Templer, Mr. Gregory, Mr. 
Ouvry, and Mr. Sharpe. 

Master Templer addressed the candidates as follows:— 

Candidates,—I will say a few words to you before you begin 
on your papers. Look well at the questions and reflect on 
them before you begia to set your answers in writing. You 
will find this will save you time in the end, and, besides, you 
will thus do your work better. 

This examination, as you are aware, is merely a preliminary 
one, to ascertain the progress you have made in your legal 
studies. It may be cdlled your trial gallop, your little-go, and 
is to prepare you for your final examination, It is alsoa 
reminder that about one-half the period of your legal probation 
is expired, and I may mention, in this part of your course, and 
you may extend the observation to your future reading, that 
the examiners would prefer to find that you had mastered the 
principles of your subject by thought and by reflection—with 
yourselves—rather than by efforts of memory, that you had 
crammed up answers to particular questions. The one method 
will serve you all your lives, and make you expert and accom- 
plished lawyers; the other, if even serving you for a particular 
occasion, which I much doubt, will, in the end, be sure to con- 
fuse and betray you, 

I will not detain you longer from your papers, but trust you 
may all pass a satisfactory examination, and that you will 
return to your homes with the fixed determination to pursue 
with ardour the subject you have chosen, so that you may 
become ornaments of the profession to which you aspire to 
belong. 








ADMISSION OF ATTORNEYS. 
Hilary Term, 1864. 
The following days have been appointed for the admission 
of attorneys in the Court of Queen's Bench:—Saturday, 
January 30, and Monday, February 1. 


ADMISSION OF SOLICITORS. 

The Master of the Rolls has appointed Monday, the Ist 
of February, 1864, at the Rolls Court, Chancery-lane, at 
four o’clock in the afternoon for swearing in solicitors, 

Every person desirous of being sworn in on the above day, 
must leave his common law admission, or his certificate of prac- 
tice for the current year, at the secretary's office, Rolls-yard, 
Chancery-lane, on or before Saturday, the 30th of January, 
1864, 

The papers of those gentlemen who cannot be admitted at 
common law till the last day of term will be received at the 
Secretary’s office up to twelve o’clock at noon on that day 
after which time no papers can be received. 
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LAW LECTURES AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


Mr. Montacue Huaues Cookson, on Equity, Monday, 
Jan. 25. 
Mr. J. Napier Higerns, on Conveyancing, Friday, Jan. 29, 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


PROJECTED COMPANIES. 
Tue Financrat Corporation (Limirep). 

Capital, £3,000,000, in 30,000 shares of £100 each. 

Solicitors—Messrs. Maples, Maples, & Teesdale, 6, Fre- 
derick’s-place, Old Jewry; Messrs, Hughes, Masterman, & 
Hughes, 17, Bucklersbury. 

This association has been formed for the purpose of granting 
an accommodation to landowners, contractors, civil engineers, 
and others. 

Tue INTERNATIONAL Race Course Society (Limirep). 

Capital £100,000, in 10,000 shares of £10 each. 

Solicitor—Edward Reddish, Esq., 27, Great James-street, 
Bedford-row. 

The object of this society is to purchase or rent lands upon 
the continent, or in England, suitable for race and steeplechase 
courses, to afford facilities for the extension, alteration, or im- 
provement of existing race courses, and to encourage a gene- 
rous international rivalry amongst the leading men of all coun- 
tries who recognise the turf as a fashionable sport, 


Tne Lanp Securitizs Company (Limitep), 
In connection with the International Financial Society. 
Capita] £2,000,000, in 40,000 shares of £50 each. 
Solicitors—Messrs. Bircham, Dalrymple, Drake, and Ward, 
Parliament-street, London; Messrs. West and King, 3, Char- 
lotte-row, Mansion-house, London; Messrs. Hunter, Blair, and 
Cowan, W.S., Edinburgh; John Macnamara Cantwell, Esq., 
Dublin; John Julien, Esq., Dublin. 

This company has been formed for the purpose of making 
advances on the security of landed property, parish rates, 
ground rents, &c. 








It appears from “ Bradshaw’s Manual ” that the session will 
open with 47 railway directors in the House of Lords, and 153 
in the House of Commons. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 


BIRTHS. 

DUNCAN—On Jan. 18, at 14, Lupus-street, St. George’s-square, Pim- 
lico, the wife of W. E. Duncan, Esq., Solicitor, of a son. 

HOUSMAN—On Jan. 16, at Perry Hall, Bromsgrove, the wife of Edward 

» Esq., , of a son. 

ROBERTS—On Jan. 17, at "93, Westbonurne-sq., Hyde-park, the wife of 
Edmund Russell Roberts, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 
gop eg apy tne Jan. 14, at St. Andrew's, Wells-street, Philip 
Armes, Esq., of Durham, to Emily Jane, daughter of the late Henry 
Davison, Chief Justice of Madras. 
DEATHS. 

EVANS—On Jan. 12, at his residence, Golder’s-hill, Hampstead, Joshua 
Evans, Esq., of Portrane, county Dublin, aged 82, many years Senior 
Commissioner of the London Court of Bankruptcy. 

DIGNUM—On Dec. 18, at Spanish-town, Jamaica, Mary Hughes Dignum, 
second daughter of the late Andrew Dignum, Esq., Master in Chancery 
for that island, aged 18, 

LLOYD—On Jan. 7, at Bray, county Wicklow, aged 43, Caroline, wife of 
- Bs Lloyd, Esq., Q. C., and only daughter of Wm. Brooke, Esq., Master 


haneery. 

LOWE—On Jan. 18, at 16, Medina-villas, Brighton, Anna Matilda, fourth 
daughter of the late Wm. Lowe, Esq., of Montagu-st, Russell-sq, and 
Tanfield-ct, Temple. 

oo, Jan. 17, Thos. Hy., only son of Thos. Hy. Strange- 

+, Of ea s-road, Bedford-row, Solicitor, aged 9 years. 
sLEIGH— Jan 16, aged 66, at Sy Sarah, wie of the late 

Wm. Willcocks Sleigh, Esq., M.D., F.S.A., and eldest daughter of the 

late Burrowes Campbell, Esq., LL. D., Te CD., Barrister-at-Law. 








UNCLAIMED STOCK IN THE BANK OF ENGLAND. 


The amount of Stock heretofore standing in the foll Names will be 
—- to A tap ath a Furties claiming the same, unless other Claimants appear 





ion. Jas, Fairfield. -place, Stepney, Grocer. £50 Consols.—Claimed 
by said James Baker, 

Easton, Joun, of Taunton, Land Surveyor, and Jas. Sovrawoop, of West 
Monckton, Baker, both deceased. £97 14s., Consols.—Claimed by Jas, 
Easton, and Richd, Easton, Executors oh. John Easton. 

Surra, Pengrore Sopata, Wilmington-square, Spinster. £69 1s. 8d. New 
Three per Cents.—Claimed by L, C. Smyth ‘and H. Sheppard, Adminis- 





TusnscLt, Jas, Bishopsgate Within, Gent. £100 Consols.— Claimed by 


Stephen Newton Turnbull, Administrator. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Farmar, Jan. 15, 1864. 
Ramshay, Geo, & Wm Latimer, Brampton, Cumberland, —— and 
Solicitors (Ramshay & Latimer). Dec 22. By mutual consent. 


GM indings-up of Joint Stock Compantes. 
TuEsDAY, Jan, 19, 1864, 
LimtTep tn CHANCERY. 

Adelphi Hotel Company (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls has ap- 
pointed William Turquand, 16, Tokenhouse-yard, London, Public Ac- 
countant, Official Liquidator of this company. Creditors are required, 
on or before Feb 2, to send their names and addresses, and the Lae 
lars of their debts and claims, and the names and addresses of 
solicitors, to the Official Liquidator. 


Crevitors under 22 & 23 Vict. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Faiwar, Jan. 15, 1864. 
Belcher, Noah, Uffington, Berks, Farmer. March 1. Ormond, Wantage. 
Cowley, Chas, Star-pl, Fwham, Gent. March 15. Wrentmore & Son, 


Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Crawshay, Mary, Ecclestone-sq, Pimlico, Widow. March 1, Keith & Co, 


Norwich. 
Froggatt, Saml, Belper, Derby, Farmer. Feb 20. Walker, Belper. 
29. Griffin, 


Greathead, Hy, Leamington Priors, Wine Merchant. Feb 29 


Leamington Priors. 
Haviside, Frederica, Walthamstow, Widow. March !. Birch, Lincoln’s- 
Feb 13. Smith, Derby, 


inn-fields. 
Hellaby, Joseph, Palmer Moor, Derby, Farmer, 
Hincks, Esther, Coventry, Spinster. March 25. Davis, Coventry. 
Jackson, Thos, Clifton, Derby, Farmer. feb 20. Holland, Ashborne. 
Lowe, Sapphirus, Eastcheap, London, Scotch Mealman. March 1. 
Phillips, Sise-lane. 
Robinson, Elizabeth, Thormanby, York, Widow. April 1. Richardson, 
irsk. 
Rush, Wm Arthur, Southminster, Essex, Surgeon, Jan3l. Crick & Co, 
aldon. 
Weaver, Francis, Curry Mallet, Somerset, Gent. Feb 6. Hallett, Lin- 
coln’s-inn-fields. 
Wolston, Augustus, Furnival’s inn, Solicitor. Feb 12. Sadler, Golden-sq. 
Wooton, Joseph, Cheetham-hill, nr Manch, Gent. Feb 14. Binney, 


Mauch. 
Toespay, Jan. 19, 1864. 


Bathurst, Mary Ann, Addison-ter, Kensington, Widow. Feb 10. Weall, 


Doctor’s-commons. 
Belcher, Noah, Uffi . Berks, Farmer. March 1. Ormond, Wantage. 


Ewart, eset Moffat, Dumfries, Esq, Feb 20. Murray, & Co, Birchin-lane, 


Giddy, J h, Leeds, Hotel Keeper. Feb 25. Thompson, York. 

Highmoor, ‘obt Compton Bracebridge, Captain in Madras Army. Feb 29. 
Crosse, Doctor’s-commons. 

Lilley, David, Cambridge, Farmer. March 25. Eaden, Cambridge. 

Machell, Jas, Whitwell, and Selside, Kendall, Gent. Feb 23. Harrison 

Son, Kendal. 

Mowbray, John, Hartlepool, Cordwainer. Feb 22. Turnbull & Beil, 
West Hartlepool. 

Price, Wm, Combe Down, Bath, Gent. March 1. Coxhead, Bath. 


Scholey, John Bailey, West Highlands, Winchester, Esq. March 12, 


Gole, Lime-st. 
Scott, Jas Ranken, Upper Thames-st. Brewer’s Agent. Feb 18, Single- 


ton & Pitman, Old Jewry. 
Williamson, Thos Hugh, Lpool, Gent. March 31, Cheshire, Northwich. 
Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farwar, Jan. 15, 1864. 
Braybrooke, Wm, Woolwich, Surgeon. Feb 6, Blogg Braybrooke , 
Sti 


Cc. Si . 
Charlton, Matthew, Elsdon, Northumberland, Merchant, Feb 23. 
Chariton v Chariton, V. C, Stuart. 
Kent, Sarah, Kensington-pk-gdns, Widow. Feb 16. Plumbe v Neild, 


Vv. c. Kindersley. 
Morgan, Wm, Brynllys, Montgomery, Gent. Feb 1. Anwylw Anwyl, 
V. C. Wood. 


Robinson, Wm Bird, Wollaston, Northampton, Saddler, Pickering v Ro- 
binson, V. Cc. Wo 
Feb 16. Ellis v Bordessa, V. C. 


Street, Alex, Chester, Innkeeper. 


Stuart. 
Williams, Isaac Lloyd, Lincoln’s-inn, Esq. Feb 10. Evans v Williams, 


V. C. Kindersley. 
Young, John, Westridge, Isle of Wight, Esq. Feb 15. Young » Smith, 
M.R. 


Tuespay, Jan. 19, 1864, 
Boyd, Rebt, Bromley, Kent, Esq. Feb 2, Boyd o Boyd, V.C. Wood. 
Clarke, Thos, Stockingford, Warwick, Farmer. Feb 19, Jeffcott v Clarke, 
. C. Stuart. 
Neale, Mary, Cardigan, Dairy Keeper. Feb 18. Davies v Morgan, M.R. 
Raggett, Geo, St James’-st, Middix, Esq. Feb 9. Chapman v Brown, 
V. C. Kindersley. 


Staines, Theodore, Georg:-st, Regent’s-park, Gent. Feb 13. Daniels » 
Heard, M. R. 
Stoddart. Dorothy, Haversham, Westmorland, Widow. Feb 12. Holme 


v Williamson, M. R. 
Woodward, John, Tiverton, Gent, Feb19. Bird v Cawley, V. C. Stuart. 
Assignments for Beneht of Creditors. 
Fauwar. Jan. 15, 1864. 
Hooke, Hy Joseph, Sidmouth, Innkeeper. Dec 31. Radford & Williams, 
Sidmouth. 
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TogspAY, Jan. 19, 1864. 


Cartal, Claude, Rupert-st, Haymarket, Hotel Keeper.;Dec 18, Lawrance 
& Co, Old Jewry-chambers. 


Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 
Farpay, Jan 15, 1864. 
Angles, “Wi Middleton, nr Hartlepool, Innkeeper. Dec 24. Comp. 
Reg Jan 14, 


Barker, — Blacker-common, nr Barnsley, Innkeeper. Dec 22. Comp. 
Reg Jan 

Bebbington, Wm, Manch, Baker. Dec 22, Comp. Reg Jan 12. 

Brett, Wm, Dover, Grocer. Dec 16, Conv. Reg Jan 12. 

Burrow, Jas, Brighouse, Halifax, Silk Spinner. Dec 19. Asst. Reg Jan 14. 

Busfield, Adam, Leeds, Hotel Keeper. Dec 23, Conv. Reg Jan 14. 

Butterfield, Wm, Swineshead, Lincoln, Grocer. Dec 29. Asst. 


Calvert, Jas, Calverley, York, Manufacturer. Dec 17. Asst. Reg Jan 13. 
Cartwright, —_— Clifton, Bristol, Surgeon Dentist. Dec 16. Conv. 
Reg Jan | 
on, Jas, Audenshaw, Lancaster, Flax Spinner. Dec 31. Comp. Reg 
an 14, 
Earthy, Christopher, Stowmarket, Grocer. Dec 31. Conv. Reg Jan 14. 
Edwards, John Simpkin, Sheffield, Provision Merchant. Dec 18. Conv. 


wile benjamin, Sheffield, Clerk. Jan8. Conv. Reg Jan 15. 
Emerton, Louisa Mary, Arthur-st, Brompton, Widow. Dec 14, Conv. 
Reg Jan 11. 


Evans, Jabez, Liandaff, Anchor Manufacturer. Jan 4. Comp. Reg 
Jan | 


Fennerty, John, Cambridge Town, nr Blackwater, Surrey, Military Tailor. 
Jan 13. Asst. Reg Jan 14. 

— Fredk, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer, Dec 23. Conv. Reg 

1 

Greenhalgh, Jas, sen, & Jas See jun, New Accrington, Me- 
chanics. Dec 21. Asst. Reg Jan | 

Hannah, John, Huddersfield, Cloth Finisher. Dec 21. Conv, Reg Janl4, 

—_ Robt, Cumberland-ter, Bayswater, Gent. Dec 24. Asst. Reg 


an 13. 

Henderson, Robt, & Ralph Henderson, Hartlepool, Bottle Manufacturers. 
Dec 17. Conv. Reg Jan 13. 

Hill, Nathan, & Thos Handford Snape, Macclesfield, Harness Makers. 
Dec 81. Comp. Reg Jan 14, 

deg Wn, Huddersfield, Rag Dealer. Dec 31. Conv. Reg Jan 14, 

Johnson, Mary Ann, Widow, & Joseph Elliott, Shipowner. Dec 17. 
Cony. Reg Jan 14. 

Ki m, Wm, Hackney-rd, Cheesemonger. Jan 11. Comp. Reg Jan 14. 

Liddle, Geo, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer. Dee 21, Asst. Reg Jan 14, 

Lobley, Wm, Lowtown Pudsey, York, Innkeeper. Dec 22. Asst. Reg 


Jan 14, 
Lysaght, Percy Pulleine, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Gent. Dec 17. Comp. 
Reg Jan 13. 


Maidwell, Thos, Shipdham, Norfolk, Farmer. Dec 18. Cony. Reg Jan 13. 
Mason, John, Macclesfield, Silkman. Dec 31, Comp. Reg Jan 12. 
Mitchelhill, Jas, & Thos Mitchelhill, Argyle-st, Regent-st, Tailors. Dec 


92 Oe Jas, as, Woollen Manufacturer. Dec 19. Conv. 

Pei, Ti mich, Weston-super-Mare, Innholder. Dec 24. Conv. Reg 

poms Lonuest, Lpool, Ink Manufacturer. Jan1. Comp. Reg Jan 12. 

—, a Edwards, St Just, Cornwall, Draper, Jan2. Cony. Reg 

Weir, Fredk Vaughan, Bristol, Wine Merchant. Dec 19. Conv. Reg 
rs ToEspay, Jan, 19, 1864. 


Armstrong, Thos Holmes, Jus Hy Hill Hughes, & Albert Edw Hughes, 
Manch, Lead Manufacturers, Dec 22. Asst. Reg Jan 19. 

Barclay, Hugh, Birm, Printer. Dec 19. Comp. Reg Jan 15. 

—_— —_ John, Worcester, Hat Manufacturer, Dec 21. Conv. Reg 


Beal, i Win, Burnham, Somerset, Wine Merchant. Dec 23, Asst. Reg 
8 


ihovers, John, Huddersfield, Flock Dealer. Dec 22, Conv. Reg Jan 18. 
Brough, ‘Anthony, Gt Tower- -8t, Merchant. Jani4, Asst. Reg Jan 16. 
Cartal, = Rupert-st, Haymarket, Hotel Keeper. Dec 18. Asst. 


Reg Jan 
Dai, Fred, . Whippingham, Isle of Wight, Lace Maker. Jan7. Conv. 
Elliott, John a Regent’s-park-rd, Primrose-hill, Builder. Jan 2. 
jan 15 


Comp. Reg " 

Foden, Chas, Macclesfield, Silk Throwster. Jan 13. Asst. Reg Jan 18, 

Hewett, Saml, Cheltenham, Lodging-house Keeper. Dec 9. Cony. 
Reg Jan 14. 

Hill, Joseph, Stourbridge, Victualler, Jan7. Asst. Reg Jan 18. 

J — = ohn, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvon, Butcher. Dec 24. Asst. Reg 
fan | 

Lockwood, Fredk Beecraft, Southampton-bldgs, ieee and 
Gray’s-inn-rd, Agent and Valuer, Jan7. Asst. Reg Jan 1 

Miles, caw, Lianfyllin, Montgomery, Grocer. Jan 5. Asst. td Jan 15. 

Owens, Md tne) Fang’ Anglesey, Miller. Dec 21. Asst. Reg Jan 16, 

Pankhurst, Alfred Love, Domingo-st, St Luke’s, Middlesex, General-shop 
Keeper. Jan 1. Comp, Reg Jan 18. 

Fay oo Wilton, Upper-st, Islington, “Milliner. Dec 29, Comp. Reg 

Pagne, 1 =e Queen-st, Lnogie’s ton felde, Carriage Lace Manu- 

turer. 8. Conv. Reg Jan 
Pegs. doseph Dawes, kesb : Con x hant. Dec 18. Asst. Reg 


Jan 
Pe , John, Middlecombe, Devon, Yeoman, Dec 21, Conv. Reg 





Ryle, John, Macclesfield, Silk Throwster, Jan 15. Comp. Reg Jan 18, 
eek Seymour-p!, Camden-town, Cheesemonger. Dec 22. Cony. 
an 


Earisheaton, York, blanket Manufact: ° 
Conv. Go 16, , : oe. ae 


Sugden, Thos, Oldham, Machinist. Jan 8, Asst, Reg Jan 16. 





Whitworth, Jas, Rochdale, Grocer. Jan4, Asst. Reg Jan 16. 

Wilson, Peter, Manch, Provision Merchant. Jan 15. Comp. ee 16, 
Wood, Jas, Sheffield, Gunsmith. Dec 18. Cony. Reg Jan 

Wright, J oseph, Dudley, Engineer. Jan il. Comp. Reg “J 15. 


Bankrupts. 
Farway, Jan, 15, 1864. 
To Surrender in London. 

Aaron, John Moses, Judd-st, Euston-rd, Furniture Dealer. Pet Jan 12, 
Feb 2 at 12. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Branscombe, Edwd, Cirencester. st, Harrow-rd, House Decorator. Pet 
Jan 12, Jan 26 atl. Fisher, Camberwell New-rd, 

Brett, Jas Starmer, Balham- hill, Baker. Pet Jan 11. Feb 2 at 11, 
Asprey, Furnival’s-inn, 

Brets, 3 John, Crutched-friars, Victualler, Pet Jan 13. Feb 2 4t1. Hare 

nghall-st. 

Broissia, Edgar Louis Theodore de Froissard de, Merton. Pet Jan 11, 
Jan 26 at 1. Silvester, Great Dover-st. 

Brown, Stephen Westwood, Brentwood, Stationer, Pet Jan 12. Jan 6 
atl. Harrison, Basinghall-st. 

Chapman, Chas, Arthur-grove, ee Sheriff's Officer. Pet Jan 
ll. Jan 26 at 1. Hope, Ely- 

— wy, Thos, Winchester, le Pet Jan 11. Jan 26 at 12, Pater- 

n, Bouverie-st. 

Fullilove, Jonathan, Croydon, Printer. PetJan9. Jan 26atll. Bram. 
well, Scott’s-yd. 

Grover, Wm Russell, Argyle-ter, Fulham, Vocalist. Pet Janll. Feb 2 
ati2, Holt & Mason, Quality-ct. 

Ivison, Thos Parke, Mornington-crescent, Hampstead-rd, Civil Engineer, 
Pet Jan9. Jan 26atl. Treherne & Co, Aldermanbury, 
Kersey, Sam! Harvey, Debenham, Suffolk, Farmer. Pet Jan1l. Feb? 
at 11. Moseley & Co, Old Jewry-chambers, and Moseley, Framlingham, 
Law, Geo My, Bellevue-ter, Holloway, out of business. Pet Jan 12. Jan 
25 at 3. thidley, Old Jewry. 

Loysel, Edwd, Cannon-st, London, General Merchant. Pet Jan5. Jan 
25 at 3. Lawrence & Co, Old Jewry-chambers. 

Marshall, Noah, Caledonian-rd, King’s-cross, Plumber, &c. Pet Jan ll, 
Jan 25 at 3. Eleum & Hocombe, Bedford-row. 

Morris, R-hd, St John-st, Clerkenwell, General Dealer. Pet Jan9, Jan 
26 at 1. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 

Price, Wm Hy, Kennington-grove, Lambeth, Builder, Pet Jan 13, Feb 
2at12. Edwards & Edwards, Southampton-bdgs. 

Shute, Thos, Apollo-bdgs, Walworth, Boot Manufacturer. Pet Jan 12, 
Jan 26 at 2. Haynes, Harp-lane. 

Tear, Jacob Miller, Bexley-rd, Kent, Builder. Pet Jan13. Jan 30 at 1, 
Abrahams, Gresham-st. 

Turnbull, Jacob, York-rd, Wandsworth, Clothier. Pet Jan 12, Feb2at 
12, Patersun & Son, Bouverie-st, 

Ubsdell, John Talbot (and not Absdell, as advertised in last Gazette), 

Walker, Edwd, Carlton-chambers, Regent-st, Commission Agent, Ai 
Nov 23. Jan 26atl. Aldridge. 

Walker, Thos, jun, Thames-Ditton, Butcher. Pet Jan 12. Jan 26 at 1, 
Fenton, George-st. 

Warren, Fredk, Red Cross-sq, Cripplegate, Gold Chain Manufacturer. Pet 
Jan ili. Jan 26at12. Silvester, Gt Dover-st, 

Weston, Alfred, Chailey, nr Lewes, Cattle Dealer. Pet Jau ll, Feb2 at 
ll. Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pl. 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Baker, Benj, Birkenhead, Surgeon. Pet Jan 14, Lpool, Feb 22 at Ul, 
Billson, Lpool. 

Blyth, John, My ere* “et “Hull, Weaver. Adj Dec 23, Kingston-upon- 
Hull, Jan 27 at 11.3 

Bunnalls, Rehd, Cardy: pham, Cornwall, Blacksmith, Pet Jan 11. Bodmin, 
Jan 30 at 10. Wallis, Bodmin. 

Bustin, Edwin, Exeter, Hair Dresser. Pet Jan 5 (for pau). Exeter, Jan 
26 at ll. Fioud, Exeter. 

Candler, Jas, Mistley, Essex, Baker. Pet Jan6, Harwich, Jan 27 at 12. 
Jones, Colchester. 

Carter, John, Westbromwich, Miner. Pet Dec 19. Oldbury, Jan 28 at 
10. Shakespeare, Oldbury. 

Cowell, Jas, Cardiff, Ship Broker. Pet Jan 9. Bristol, Jan 29 at 11. 
Inglelew, Cardiff, and Press & Inskip, Bristol, 

Davis, Geo Vaughan, Stoke Damerel, Devon, Butcher. Pet Jan 13, East 
Stonehouse, Jan 27 at 11. Fowler, Plymouth. 

Day, John Woodhouse, Nether Hoyland, York, Coal Ownar. Pet Jan 11, 
Leeds, Feb 6 at 10. Clough, Huddersfie!d, and Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Every, Wm John, Knaphill, Surrey, Engineer. Pet Jan 11, Guildford, 
Jan 30 at 12.. White, Guildford. is 

Ewbank, Matthew, Appleby, Boot Maker. Pet Jan 13. Appleby, Jan 27 
at ll. Thompson, Appleby. 

Forrister, Hy, Longton, Stoke-upon-Trent, Potter, Pet Jan9, Stoke- 
upon-Trent, Jan 30 at 11. Tennant, Hanley. 

Groves, ye Wm, Birm, Painter, &c. Pet Jan 13, Birm, Feb 8 at 10, 

e, Birm. 

Jones, Fredk Hy, Levenshulme, Lancaster, Clerk. Pet Jan 13, Manch, 
Feb 8 at 9.30. Lamb, Manch. 

Kirby, John, Garrowby, York, Farmer. Pet Nov 10, Leeds, Feb 1 at 10, 
Danby, Stamford Bridge, and Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Lambert, Eleanor, Outwood Burstow, nr Riegate, Victualler. Pet Dec 29. 
Riegate, Jan 28 at 2, Silvester, Great Dover-st, 

Lane, Benj, Pulham, Norfolk, Cattle Dealer. Pet Jan 12. Harleston, 
Jan 29 at 12. Gudgeon, Stowmarket. 

Lee, Joseph, jun, Burton Leonard, York, Farmer. Pet Jan 13. Ripon, 
Jan 30 at 1!. Harle, Leeds. 

Lewis, Benj Williams, Mothey, Carmarthen, late a Student at Oxford. Pet 
Dec 12. Carmarthen, Jan 26 at2. Jeffries, Carmarthen, 

Maidment, John Geare, Rast Lydford, Somerset, Auctioneer. Pet Jan 12. 
Bristol, Jan 29 at 11. Allen, Burnham, and Henderson, Bristol. 

ne Geo, Manch, Merchant. Pet Jan 9. Manch, Jan 27 at 12. 

te, Manch, 

McKend, Tae. Kendal, Draper. Pet Jan 11, Kendal, Jan 25 at 10, 
Moncks. Ey, Conti orth, Buteher. Pe Jan 11 Bridgnorth, J 
Mon gar Rbt, gn a utcher, Pe Jan ll. jan 
27 at 12, Haslewood, Bri 

Morgan, Jas, Walford, Publican. "Pet Jan 2, Ross,Jan 21 at 12, What- 
ley, Mitcheldean, 
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Dockets, Lae Farmer, Pet Jani. Birm, Jan 29 


‘m, Y: r 
Pryterch, Win, my Yaya, Anglesey, Farmer. Pet Jan 11, Lpool, Jan 


Ransom, Joseph, Bondgate, Auckland, \, Beaten r. Pet Jaff 11. 
Bishop sei at aaa up ttne: : 
Pet Jan 9. Leeds, Feb | at 


Plumber, &¢. | Pe Pet Jan 11. Loiwes- 

Sif Jan a . 

Smith ie Joiner. er. Pedant. Ashby-de-la-Zouch, 

ee at TTT Exeter, Jan 29 at 1. 

FES pao er Pet Jani3. Derby, Jan 26 
ahead Cabinet Maker. Pet Jan 12, Birkenhead, 










Johnson, Pet Jan 

“ Birm, Feb. at 12.” Warden, “Seretere spon RVG. and Allen, 
Ward, Wm, Scarborough, Publican. Pet Jan 12. Leeds, Jan 26 at ll, 
Warren, Wm, Covevery Som Sa . Pet Jan 12. Coventry, Jan 26 





at 3, Griffin, Cove: 
wie oy, HY. ereford, Innkeeper. Pet Jan 13. Hereford, 
Willmett, Wm, * Willmett, Newport, on 8) 
= 30h 2 a yo oupert. ad 
Ramsbottom, Lancaster, Innkeeper. 
Pet dan 13, Manch, Jan 26 at ii. Smith & Boyer, Manch. 
Yates, Jas, Newcastle-under-L; Gasfitter. t ‘Jan 9, Newcastle- 
under-Lyme, Jan 26 at 11. Hanley. 
TUESDAY, Jan. 19, 1864. 
Ve Gala cr oaks 


—a ‘as, Brabourne, Kent, Rector of Monks’ Horton, Kent. Pet 
an 12, Feb 2 at12. Nichols & Clark, Cocker Lincoln’s-inn. 
Bier, Eliza Maria, London-rd, Romford. Adj Jan2i. Feb 2 at 11, 


Aldridge. 
Byford, Alfred Thos, Epping, Tailor. Pet Jan12. Feb2at1. Drew, 


New 
Chadwick, Joseph ‘Augustus-st, Regent's - a. Stone Agent. Pet Jan 
M4. Feb 2 at Le Kesey, Gracechurch. : - 


Chapman, Sam1, Ipswich t Maker. Pet Jan 15. Feb 2at1. Ald- 
ridge & Bromley, Gray’s-inn, and Jackaman & Son, 
Collier, A Maismore New Peckham, ‘Accountant, Pet 


, iJ 
Jan l6. Feb2ati, Stephens & Satchell, Queen-st, Cheapside. 
Sones G&, OM Jewry-chambers. Pet Jan 12, Feb2at12. Law- 


"Acosta, Louis, Portland, nr Walnwrigh , Captain, Unattached. Pet Jan 
14. Feb 2at1. Combe & W: t, eerie ta. 

Darling, Rchd, Stanwell, Victualler. Jan i2. Feb2atl. Haynes, 
a 

Dickson, Wm, Beskinwiary, Surveyor. Pet Jani5. Feb2atl. C.V. 
Lewis, Ra: 


Dix Battersea. fields, Pet Jan 13. Feb 2 at2. 
on, Timekeeper. 


Morris, 
Dove, Jas, North-st, St John’s-wood, Baker. Pet Jan 15, Feb 2 at2. 
Philby, Fenchurch: 


Euiott, Wm Duke, ghton, Pet Janl4. Feb2 atl. Lumley & 
Lumley, and Bentley, B 3 
Ellwood, Francis, N h. Adj Jan 15. Hoa 2ati. Aldridge. 


» Richmond- Lodging-house Keeper. 
Pet Jan 14, Feb2 ati, Harrison & lewhe old Jewry. 
Fifield, Rchd, Greenham, Berks, Hay Dealer, Pet Janl5. Feb 6 atl. 
Rickards & Walker, Lincoln's-inn-fiel 


Gutt e, R my Boot Maker, th City-rd. Pet Jan 16. Feb 15 at 

Heed, tnbetwel- ry Greengrox Pet Jan 16. Feb 15 at 11, Reed 
- rocer. ‘an ‘eb 15 a 

wh yaad . : 

Hoy Richa Chas, Hs -rd, out of business. Pet 


Jan7. Feb2atl, Lawrence Tow Old Jewry-chambers, 
Holgate, Biot, Deapet-%, Deller ta Yancy Goods. Pet Jan 13, Feb 2at 
12, Harris, 


8 

is Bull, the Grove, Hammersmith, Assistant to a Silk Mercer. 
Jan 16. Feb 2 at 2. Stinton, Margaret-st 

Vayne, Thos, Alexandra-ter, a out of employment. Pet Jan 

12, Feb2at12. Hare, 

Ri Edwin Atkinson, Milton- ee Aciveieet, Milliner. Pet Jan 15. 
2at2. Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry, and Wates, Gravesend. 

Sirr, Hi ‘Aberdeen-pl, Maida-hill, Gent. Pet Jan 4. Feb 6at 11. 


lane. 
Smith, J Wadhurst, Farmer. Janil. Feb 6 atl. =. 
Sowman, y, utes, Commercial Hast, Leather er Seller. Pet Jan 
14, Jan 30 atl. Beard, 


Basinghall-st 
Crest, See, ae out of business. Pet Jan 16. Feb2at2. Har- 
rison & Lewis, eg 

TS ete. Dey -tame, Cater. Pet Jan 15. Feb 2 at 


tease, Julius, Limehouse, Tobacconist. Pet Jan 14. Feb6 atl. Ald- 


Upton, Freak, Charing-cross, Banker's Clerk. Pet Jan 16. Feb 6 atl. 
Blake, Moorgate-st i 


“To Surrender in the Country. 

Aldciige, Benj, Bristol, Boot Maker. Pet Janl4. Bristol, Jan 29 at 12. 
Armstrong Thi , Boot Dealer. Pet Jan 16. New- 
Boi» Lage 30 at an spat tie de oel, Newcastle-upon- -Tyne. 

Degrof,Gen Da Grocer. re dan 14, Durham, Jan 30 at 12, 
Brigen John, Beater Bea, cor yy ee Pet as - Leeds, Feb 4 at 11, 


wson, Bond 
om Joseph Dawson, Kemle BO, r. vg tong = on 2. Newcastle-upon- 
Feb 3 at 11.30. ter, andGritfith & Crightun, 


Cift, John, Ch: an AT ca SER Pet Jan 12. 
Oldbury, Jan 28 at 10, Shakespeare, Oldbury. 





Cocker, Robt, Aston, nr Wire Manufacturer. ‘ 
Teo bat 1k. » Tathsce & Wood, Bina arer. Pet Jan ll, Birm, 


Collinson, Allan, Halifax, Fruiterer. Pet Jan 16. ga Feb 1 at 11, 
slorcie & Footer, Belitex. and Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 
Cottam, ig , Victualier. Pet Jan 14, Lpool Feb 3 at il. 


Thornley, L 

Daek, Thos, Swannington, Norfolk, Lime Burner. Adj Oct 28. Norwich, 
Feb 2 at 3. pee & orwich 

a eda , Architect, Pet Jan 16. Leeds, Feb 4 at 11, Simp- 


Edmonds, Was, Caledon, , Wilts, Non-Trader. Adj Jan 5. Swindon, Jan 
Gee, John, Hanley, Hosier. Pet Jan 14. Birm, Feb 5 at 12, Smith, 


CRS, con, Wee, area, Cabpentie. Adj Jan 11. Norwich, Jan 29 at 


Grasiha, ane, Bresea Vocaltst Adj Jan 9%. Swansea, Sat 
Grasmith, Chas, Birm, out of business. Pet Jan 15. Birm, is 10, 
Griffiths, fies, Jas, Oldbury, Charter Master. Pet Jan 13. Birm, Feb 1 at 12. 
Mail, enn Hurst, Horyich and Backrod, Lancer, Druggist. 
Jan 15. saga say AE nes ree P ra 
Richd, Knottingle: Golan | 9 tefract, 
27 at 11. Walker, Ponvctrect. = — - 
Hay, John, Bradford, Carrier’s Clerk, Pet Jan 15. Bradford, Feb 2 at 
—- Bradford. 


un, Longton, Stoke-upon-Trent, Sawyer. Pet. Stoke+ 
weubivenn an 30atll. Tennant, Hanley. 
Heaton, —— Biakey-moor, Blackburn, Maker. Pet Jan Ll. 
Blackburn, Feb 1 at 1, Whalley & Collett, Blackburn. 
J Ansty, r, Bookkeeper. Pet Jan 15. Leicester, 
Feb 3 at 10.30. Haxby, Leicester. 
Draper's Assistant. Pet Jan 15. Lpool, Feb 3 at 12, 


Jones, Lewis, Aberystwith, Grocer. Pet Jan 14. Bristol, Jan 29 at 11, 
Attwood & Rowe, Aberystwith, and Britton & Sons, Bristol 

Lambert, J Bradford and Eccleshill, Cloth Manufacturer. Pet Jan 
14. Leeds, Feb 1 at 10. Hutchinson, Bradford. 

rthampton, oe Rg Jan 14, Northampton, Jan 


Lester, Miles, North Kelsey, in, Corn Dealer, Pet Janl4. Caistor, 
Feb 1 at 11.30. ark toon Rasen, 
te, Hy, Bristol, General Dealer. Pet Jan 14. Bristol, Jan 29 at 


Murley 
Mallinson, Toh in, Huddersfield, Woollen Merchant. Pet Jan9. Leeds, 
Feb 4 at 11, Floyd & Learoyd, Huddersfield, and Bond & Barwick, 


Leeds. 
Nicholls Thcs Jas, Milford, Pembroke, Dealer ia Coal. Pet Jan 12, Mp 
rfordwest, Jan 25 at 12. Parry, Pembrok 
Nicholas wa! Rehd, Gwinear, Cornwall, Former. Adj Jan 9. Bodmia, 
fan 30 at 
Parry, Thos, Siamberwen, Denbigh, Farmer. Pet Jan 14, Lpool, Feb3 


at 12, Jones, 

Rol Joe h, Chesterfield, Victualler, PetJan6. Leeds, 
Feb 6 at 10. Unwin, Sheffield. 

.| sa Tae tee, Birm, out of business. Pet Jan 15. Birm, Feb 8 at 

Snook, Wm, West Cowes, Plumber, &c. Pet Dec 30. Newport, Jan30 at 
Il, Joyce, Newport. 

Spencer, Wm, Emberton, “bona Butcher. Pet Jan15. Newport 


Pagnell, Feb +e 3. 
Thomas Bent, W ham, Joiner. Pet Jan 14. —- 
oage ki Feb 3 at 2.80. Trotter & Son, Bishop Auckland, and 
wey Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
Hugh, Witton-park, Durham, Mason. Pet Jan 14. 


"Nowehlle-upon-Ty0 Feb 3at12. Hodge & Harle, Newcastle-upon- 


Tyne. 

Troake, John, l, er Waste Dealer, Adj Dec 17, Lpool, Jan 29 
ati. Evans Co, L 

Wareham, Jas, Corfe Mallen, mats Innkeeper. Pet Jan 14. Wimborne 
Minster, Feb 1 at 2. Freema 

Warren, Thos, Bristol, Yollanager. Pet Jan 16. Bristol, Feb 1 at 11. 
Goolden, Bristol. 

Whitwell, Jas, es Grocer. PetJan13, Worcester, Feb 2 at 11 


Rea. Ww 
Williams, Wm, Conway, Carnarvon, Attorney’s Clerk. Pet Jan 14, Con- 
way, Feb! at 10. "Ten, Conway. 
Williams, Wm, Birm, Haberdasher. Pet Jan 14. Birm, Feb 1 at 12. 
Fitter, Birm. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farway, Jan. 15, 1864, 
Smith, Hy Meux, Flamstead Lodge, nr Dunstable, Gent. Jan 12, 
Turspay, Jan, 19, 1864, 
Smith, Thos Hirst, Huddersfield, Cloth Dresser, Dec 9. 


ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 
AT THE MART. 





13.—By Messrs. Epwix Fox & Bousrreip. 
Prego residence and | building eS hal Estate, 
Tottenham.—Lot 1, A residence situate at the corner of 


Park-road ; sold for £640. Lot 2. “io of building land; ok for 
Lot 3. Ditto; sold for £125. Lot 4. Ditto for £150. Lots 
and 7 7, Ditto; sold for £35 each. Lots 12 and Sia. Ditto; sold ie 
each. Lot 14. Ditto; sold for £95. 


By Messrs. Tess, BROTHERS. 
Freehold four houses, Nos. 8 and 9, Turville- “yoy Church-street, Shore | 
ditch, and the two houses in the rear.—Sold for £300. 
Jan. 14.—By Mr. Mansi 
Leasehold, ten dwelling-houses, Nos, | to 10, St Helena-place, Deptford 
Lower-road.—Sold for £1,155. 
Leasehold, six houses, Nos. 1 to 6, Wynford-terrace, Deptford Lower-road, 
ld for £860. 


Sol 
Leasehold, three houscs, ong 14 to 16, Brunswick-terrace, Deptford 
Lower-road,—Sold for £420 
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Leasehold, four houses, Nos. 10 to 13, Brunswick-terrace.—Sold for £750 

Leasehold, two houses, Nos. 13 and 14, Wynford-terrace, Deptford Lower- 
road.—Sold for £340. 

Leasehold. two residences, Nos, 15 & 16, Wynford-terrace.—Sold for £380. 

Leaseho'd house and shop, No. 17, Wynford-terrace.—Sold for £345. 

Freehold house, No. 117, Armagh-road, North Roman-road, Old Ford, 
Bow.—Sold for £200. 

Leasehold house and shop, No, 14, St. Helen’s-place, Deptford Lower-road. 

.. —Sold for £165. 








Periodical Sale (established 1843), appointed to take place the first 
Thursday in every month, of Absolute and Contingent Reversions to 
Funded and other Property, Life Interests, Annuities, Policies of Assur- 
ance, Advowsons, Next Presentation, Manorial Rights, Rent Charges, 
Post Obit Bonds, Debentures, Shares in Docks, Canals, Mines, Railways, 
Insurance Companies, and other public undertakings for the present 


>, 
R. MARSH begs to announce that his PERI- 
ODICAL SALES (established in 1843), for the disposal of every 
description of the above-mentioned PROPERTY, take place on the first 
Thursday in each month throughout the ensuing year, as under :— 
February 4 April 7 July 7 October 6 
March 3 May 5 August 4 November 3 
June 2 September 1 December ! 
In addition to the above dates, Mr. Marsh also begs to announce that 
the following days are appropriated for the Sale of Freehold, Copyhold, 
and Leasehold Properties, viz. :— 
Thursday, January 14 Thursday, June 23 
Thursday, February 18 Thursday, June 30 
Thursday, March 17 Thursday, July 14 
Thursday, July 21 


Thursday, March 31 
Thursday, April 14 Thursday, July 28 
| Thursday, August 11 


Thursday, April 21 

Thursday, April 28 Thursday, August 18 
Thursday, May 12 Thursday, August 25 
Thursday, May 19 Thursday, September 15 
Thurs‘ay, May 26 Thursday, October 20 
Thursday, June 9 Thursday, November 17 
Thursday, June 16 Thursday, December 15 

2, Charlotte-row, Mansion House, London, E.C. 





Periodical Sales of Absolute or Contingent Reversions to Funded or other 
Property, Annuities, Policies of Assurance, Life Interests, Railway, 
Dock, and other Shares, Bonds, Clerical Preferments, Rent Charges, and 
all other descriptions of present or prospective Property. 


M:: FRANK LEWIS begs to give notice that his 
SALES for the year 1864 will take place at the AUCTION 
MART, on the following days, viz.:— 
Friday, February 12 
Friday, March 11 


Friday, August 12 
Friday, September 9 
Friday, October 14 
Friday, November !1 
Friday, Deceraber 9 


Particulars of properties intended for sale are requested to be forwarded 
at least 14 days prior to either of the above dates, to the offices of the 
auctioneer, 36, Coleman-street, E.C., where information as to value, &c., 
and printed cards of terms may be had. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM & TEWSON’S CUR- 

RENT LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES, including landed estates, 

Town and Country residences, hunting and shooting quarters, farms, 

ground-rents, rent-charges, house property, and investments generally, 

may be obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, E.C., or 
by post for one stamp. 

Particulars for insertion in the ensuing List must be received by tLe 

28th at latest. 


gee and SCHALLER (removed from Picca- 

dilly).—Their MONTHLY printed INDEX (first published in 1820) 
of ESTATES, country and town houses, manors, hunting quarters, rights 
of shooting and fishing, farms, &c., to be LET or SOLD, can be had free 
at their Offices, 25, Charles-street, St. James’, 8.W., opposite the Junior 
United Service Club. Particulars for next publication must be forwarded 
before the 26th of each month, 


UMBERLAND, between Penrith and Carlisle, dis- 
tant from the latter about eight miles — EDEN BROWS and 
FRODDLE CROOK FARMS, freehold, in the parish of Wetherall, in the 
county of Cumberland, consisting of 226 acres of zrable, pasture, and wood 
lands, with ornamental plantations, orchard, &c,, with good farmhouse and 
premises. It is situate on the high road, and runs down to the river Eden, 
well timbered, and desirably situate for a residence in every way, affording 
good salmon fishing, in addition to the usual sporting rights. For SALE, 
by Private Contract, with possession. 
Full particulars and price will be supplied on application to 
Messrs. RANKEN, FORD, LONGBOURNE, & Co., So.icitors, 4, South 
as sy Asie to 
Mr. F. ERCER, Newcastle-upon-Tyne; or to Messrs. DANIEL SMITH, 
fe at ml Land Agents and Surveyors, 10, Waterloo-place, Pall- 
. ° 


STATES AND HOUSES, Country and ‘Town 
Residences, Landed Estates, Investments, Hunting Seats, Fishing 


and Shooting Quarters, Manors, &e.—JAMES BEAL’S REGIS: ER of the 
above, published on the Ist of each month, forwarded per post, or may 

















DELICAN LIFE INSURANCE OFFICR, 
ESTABLISHED IN 1797. F 
No, 70, Lombard-street, E.C., and 57, Charing-cross, $.W. 


DIRECTORS. 
Henry Lancelot Holland, Esq. 
William James Lancaster, Esq, 
John Labbock, Esq., F-R.S, 7 
Benjamin Shaw, , 
Matthew Whiting, a 

M. Wyvill,jun., Esq., M.P. 


Ae 


Octavius E. Coope, Esq. 
William Cotton, Esq., D.C.L., F.B.S. | 
John Davis, Esq. 
Jas. A. Gordon, Esq., M.D., F.R.S. 
Edward Hawkins, jun., Esq. 
Kirkman D. Hodgson, Esq., M.P. 
ROBERT TUCKER, Secretary and Actuary. Mis, 
This Company grants assurances at moderate rates of premium with 
participation in profits, and at low rates without profits. ; 
Also—Loans in connection with Life Assurance upon approved j 
At the last division of profit the Bonus varied from 28 to 60 per cent. on 
the premiums paid. 
For particulars and forms of proposal apply to the Secretary. 


[DEBENTURES (at 5,_ 5}, and 6, per CENT.— 


ae 
ee 





CEYLON COMPANY, LIMITED. 
Directors. 
Lawford Acland, Esq., Chairman. Duncan James Kay, Esq. 
Sir James D. H. Elphinstone, Bart., Stephen P. Kennard, Esq. 
1.P Patrick F. Robertson, Esq. 
Robert Smith, Esq. ‘ 
Sir S. Villiers Surtees, K.B. : 
Manager—C. J. Bratne, Esq. ay 
The Directors are prepared to ISSUE DEBENTURES for one, three, 
and five years, at 5, 54, and 6 per Cent. respectively. “rg 
They are also prepared to invest Money on Mortgage in Ceylon and 
Mauritius, eithcr with or without the guarantee of the Company, as may = 
be arranged, . : 4 
Applications for particulars to be made at the office of the company, 
No. 12, Leadcuhall-street, London,—By order, ee: 
JOHN ANDERSON, Secretary, | — 


ek sae, ~ BONUS DIVISION. 


GLOBE INSURANC 
CORNHILL & CHARING CROSS, LONDON. 
ESTABLISHED 1803. 


CAPITAL—£1,000,000 STERLING, 
All paid up and invested, thereby affording full security. 


M.P. 
Harry George Gordon, Esq. 
George Ircland, Esq. 





Sheffield NEAVE, Esq., Chairman. 
William DENT, Esq., Deputy-Chairman, 
Geo. Carr GLYN, Esq., M.P., Treasurer, 


At the close of the year 1863,a BONUS DIVISION will be made — 
on Globe Profit-scale Life Policies, for the Five Years then ended, 
All Descriptions of Fire, Life, and Annuity Business transacted. 
Mercantile Insurances at the Reduced Rates. 

Claims liberally and promptly settled ; and losses caused by lightning 
and explosion of gas are paid. 

During the last Ten Years the Fine Insuaance Dury paid by the Grose 
has increased from £35,754 to £47,856. 





LACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE- 
HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality,.— 
Iron Fenders, 3s. 6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. 6d., with standards ; —_ 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s, 6d. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s. 6d. to 203, 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 18s, set of six. Table Knives and 
Forks, 8s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 7s. 6d. Ti 
6s. 6d. set of three; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s. the set. -T : 
with plated knob, 5s, 6d.; Coal Scuttles, 2s. 6d. A set of Kitchen Uten- 
sils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been celebrated for 50 
Ivory Table Knives, 14s., 16s.,and 18s, per dozen. White Bone 
and seek, 8s. 9d. and 12s,; Black Horn ditto, 8s. and 10s. All ware 
ranted. . 
As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur- 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishi: 
gery, &c. May be had gratis or post free. Every article marked in 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment has 
— for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carria ze free 
per rail. 
RICHARD AND JOHN SLACK, 336, STRANI LONDON, 


Opposite Somerset House, 
f he SOLICITORS, &c., requiring DEED BOXES, 
will find the best-made article lower than any other house, Lists 
of Prices and sizes may be had gratis or sent post free. 
RICHARD and JOHN SLACK, 336, Strand, opposite Somerset Houses 
Established nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 sent carriage free. 





GLACK’s SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat- 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos 


| Sessing such valuable properties renders it in appearance and wear equal 


: to Sterling Silver. 


be had on application at the Office, 209, Piccadilly, W.—Partieulars for | 


insertion should be forwarded net jater than the 28th of cach month. 





_ {CARD.] 
ILLIAM LYNCH, ATTORNEY, SOLICITOR, 
2. and PROCTOR, 15, Eldon-chambers, Bank-place, Melbourne, 
Victoria, Australia, attends tocollection of debts, Xc, Patents obtained 
or all the Australian colonies. 


| Table Forks, per doz...... 


{ 
' 


Fiddle Pattern. Thread. King’s. 
re te £s £3. 4, 
110 Oand 1 138 2 0 
Dessert ditto .......e06 ewe LO Oaund I i0 5 0 
Table Spoons .......6. ove 210 Oand 1 18 3 0- 
Dessert Gitto ......0006 ee | 0 Oard 1 10 0 
Ted SOONG. . ct vncusevs -» O12 Oand oO ls f 

Every Article for the Table as in Silver.—-A Sample Tea Spoon fp 
warded on receipt of 20 stamps. Baste 





ee 


